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CURRENT TOPICS. 

As ovr readers know, a sub-committee of the Rule Committee 
of the Judges—consisting of Linpiey and Kay, L.JJ.,CHaruzs, 
J., together with Messrs. Svow, W. Witts, and Srrincer—has 
been engaged for some time past on revising the Rules of the 
Supreme Court. It is now announced that their task is 
practically completed, and that the draft rules are ready to be 








considered at a full meeting of the Rule Committee, under the 
| presidency of the Lord Chancellor, which will be summoned at 
an early date in the next sittings. We hope that the new set 
| of rules may come into operation with the new year. 

| 





Lorp Russet was fortunate in the subject of his address to 
the American Bar Association. His own eminence in the legal 
world and the influential character of his audience combine to 
lend special importance to his discussion of the basis and objects 
of international law. The definition with which he started put 
the matter clearly and practically, at once securing this 
ment of law against the exclusive treatment of the English 
analytical school and guarding it against the nebulous specula- 
tions of Continental jurists. International law, he says, is the 
sum of the rules or usages which civilized States have agreed 
shall be binding upon them in their dealings with one another. 
Thus nothing is said about the “sanction” which Austin made 
the test of all law properly so called, and nothing about 
an ideal standard or system from which international law can be 
evolved. Under the present order of things international law 
| ‘cannot be supported by any appeal to force. So far as it 
| prevails at all, it is a system of rules voluntarily observed 
between nations. But to deny to it on this ground the name of 
law is to run counter to the general usage of civilized peoples, 
and to ignore its practical efficacy. Moreover, in that 
the phrase ‘‘ international law” is scientifically correct, Lord 
RvssEtL was following the better opinion among jurists. Under 
| certain conditions, no doubt, law may pow ae Aled be — 
‘into the command of a sov power e 
superiority. But it may eq equally well be explained —. a rule 
accepted as binding between equals, and either from 
usage or from agreement ; and it is in this latter form that it is 
found in international law. While, however, qe | law 
is a matter of voluntary obligation, it is not therefore rel 
to the vague generalities of the so-called law of nature. This 
term is at once useless and misleading, and Lord Russett had 
no hesitation in dismissing it from consideration. As an actual 
system the law of nature has never had any existence, while, if 








' the phrase is meant to convey the notion of law as it ought to 
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be, it has no place in a practical discussion of law as itis. It is 
0 of course, to anyone to strive to improve the existing law, 
whether municipal or international, or to shew how gaps in it 
should be filled up; but any such attempt belongs to a separate 
field. Lord Russerx placed his subject on a firm and practical 
basis, by insisting that it is of the essence of international law 
that its rules have been recognized as binding by the nations 
constituting the community of civilized mankind; in other 
words, they are rules validated by actual use. 





Watt the earlier part of Lord Russeii’s address was 
valuable from a theoretical point of view, he touched upon 
matters of immediate practical moment when he came to the 
great question of international arbitration. In this connection 
the statistics which he gave are full of interest. Since 1815, he 
says, there have been some sixty instances of effective inter- 
national arbitration. To thirty-two of these the United States 
have been a party, and Great Britain to some twenty. There 
have been numerous instances, too, of the introduction of arbi- 
tration clauses into treaties, sometimes with reference only to 
matters belonging to specified classes, sometimes with reference 
to all questions in difference without exception. The progress 
of international law and the hopes of peace demand that 
this reference to arbitration shall secure universal recogni- 
tion. The two points of chief interest in Lord RussEtu’s 
address are his definition of the sphere of arbitration, and 
his opinion as to the constitution of the tribunal. Arbitra- 
tion upon all questions he does not advocate. Men, he says, 
do not arbitrate where character is at stake, nor will any 
oenguing nation readily arbitrate on questions touching its 
national independence or affecting its honour. But short of 
this there is a great field in which differences ought to be 
referred to a tribunal of arbitration. The two parties to a dis- 
pute may be perfectly ready to admit the obligation of inter- 
national law, without agreeing as to the application of that law 
to the case in question, or, while the law is clear, they may not 
agree as to the statement of the facts to which it is to be applied. 
In either case the matter is one suitable for reference to an im- 
partial tribunal. To these two cases Lord Russext adds also 
the case where the dispute is one which may properly be 
adjusted on a give-and-take principle, with due provision for 
equitable compensation, as in delimitation of territory and 
the like. In cases falling within any of these three classes, 
he says, the matter is one which ought to be arbitrated, and 
which can be satisfactorily dealt with by arbitration. On the 
other hand, he deprecates the idea of a permanent international 
tribunal, doubting whether such a tribunal, even if solely com- 
pene: of men accustomed to exercise the judicial faculty, would 
ong retain general confidence, and fearing that it might gradu- 
ally assume intolerable pretensions. Whether this would really 
be so it is useless now to speculate. It is safe to say that at 
present, at any rate, tribunals of arbitration should be specially 
constituted for each case as it arises; and it will only be when 
the principle of arbitration has received within its proper limits 
general acceptation that the question of permanence in the 
character of the tribunal will become of practical importance. 
Meanwhile Lord Russex1’s able and convincing address, delivered 
as it practically was to the whole English-speaking race, and en- 
forced by the authority of his position, should do much to 
advance the cause for which he was contending. 





A curious example of drafting is to be found in the Agri- 
cultural Rates Act, 1896 (59 & 60 Vict. c. 16). As our 
readers will remember, the hostility of the Opposition was to 
some: extent mollified by limiting the duration of the boon 
granted to farmers to five years. It is the manner in which this 
was done that gives rise to ambiguity. Section 1 begins: 
“ During the continuance of this Act, that is to say, the period 
of five years after the thirty-first day of March next after the 
goons of this Act, the occupier of agricultural land in England 
hall liable . to pay one-half only of the rate 
- ._-” Ifit were not for the limiting interpretation, there 
can be no doubt that “the continuance of this Act” would 





begin to run from the date on which it received the Royal 





assent, that is to say, the 20th of July, 1896. But for the 
purposes of the present section, at least, ‘the continuance of 
this Act ” must be limited to a period of five years beginning on 
the Ist of April, 1897. In other words, farmers are not 
relieved from the liability to pay their full rates until 
after the date just mentioned. So far we have been 
concerned only with explaining a clumsy expression. But 
the same expression seems to cause @ more serious difficulty in 
the following section. It is there (section 2, sub-section 1) 
provided that ‘‘in respect of the deficiency which will arise from 
the provisions of this Act there shall, during the con- 
tinuance of this Act (a) be paid to the Local Taxation Account 
an annual sum (in this Act referred to asthe annual grant) 
. . . 3 and (b) be issued from the Local Taxation Account 
by half-yearly payments out of the annual grant to each such 
spending authority a share of that grant.” Now, if our inter- 
pretation of the phrase “during the continuance of this Act” 
be correct, the payments herein referred to are directed to begin 
only on the Ist of April, 1897. But in the very same section 
(section 2, sub-section 3) it is expressly provided that ‘the first 
of those payments shall be made during the six months ending 
on the 31st day of March next after the passing of this Act.” 
And—as if to confirm our interpretation of the intention of sec- 
tion 1—section 2, sub-section 3, goeson: ‘‘Soas to make up a 
half-yearly payment to meet the issues to spending authorities 
on account of the six ensuing months.” 





THE BULLION case recently decided by Maruew, J., presented 

a very curious puzzle. The Colonial Bank had occasion to 
despatch £5,000 in gold to their branch in Kingston, Jamaica. 
The gold was packed in five separate boxes, and was shipped 
under a bill of lading to go by one of the boats of the Royal 
Mail Steam Packet Co. The boxes were fastened with nails 
at the sides and ends, banded with iron hoops, and sealed at 
each of the joints. In addition, all five boxes were bound to- 
gether with iron hoops so as to form one parcel. The parcel 
was accompanied from the Bank of England to Southampton 
by the bullion clerk of the Colonial Bank, and was delivered 
on board ship, where it was stowed in the bullion room. In 
the bullion room it was secured by an elaborate arrangement 
of Cuvss’s locks, the keys being in the custody of the captain. 
On arriving at Barbados the bullion room was twice opened to 
get out some cases of specie for transhipment, but there seems 
to have been no negligence on these occasions, and otherwise 
the room was not interfered with. When the ship reached 
Kingston the bank was notified, and two clerks attended 
to receive the parcel of gold. It was brought up 
on deck in the presence of the chief officer, examined 
carefully by the bank clerks and the chief officer, 
and declared to be all right. The bill of lading was handed 
over, and the bullion was taken by the clerks in an open 
cab tothe bank. It was received by the bank manager, and 
placed in a room. After an interval of a few minutes, one 
of the workmen of the bank stripped off the band fastening 
the boxes together, and the middle box turned out to be 
empty. On examination it was found that the end nails had 
been drawn and carefully put back, and that there were chisel 
marks on one of the ends of the box. A nail-puller was 
found upon the premises of the bank. ‘The narrative shews 
that the care taken of the parcel was in theory sufficient to 
exclude any possibility of theft, and yet the theft had been 
committed. The Colonial Bank sought to throw the responsi- 
bility on the ship, that is, on the Royal Mail Steam Packet 
Oo. ; and if the court had had really to decide according to 
probabilities—for certainty was out of the question—the task 
would probably have been impossible. But in such cases a 
decision is always rendered possible by placing on one of the 
arties the burden of proof; and in the present case Maruew, 
r held that, after the examination by the bank clerks and the 
handing over of the bill of lading, the burden lay upon the 
bank, This burden they could not discharge. There was no 
evidence of negligence against the ship, and judgment accord- 
ingly went in favour of the defendants, the Royal Mail Steam 
Packet Co. The result is to a slight extent > Aw by the 
failure of the bank clerks to notice any chisel marks on the box 
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when the package was handed over, and by the presence of the 
nail-puller on the bank premises. But, of course, it is easy 
enough to notice the marks now, and the nail-puller was not a 
unique article. The Colonial Bank have to bear the loss, but 
the case does not seem to have gone far to clear up the mystery. 





Tr soMETIMES happens that a plaintiff knows that he hasa 
good cause of action against some one of two or more persons, 
but owing to his ignorance of the true relations existing 
between them he is unable to decide with certainty which is 
liable. Under such circumstances he was formerly unable to 
obtain redress until he had gone through the troublesome and 
expensive process of suing them separately and failing against 
one or more of them: see yer Wri1s, J., in Massey v. Heynes (21 
Q. B. D. p. 334). But by the rules under the Judicature Acts 
provision was made for this case; and the present rule on the 
subject—R, 8. C., ord. 16, r. 7—enables a plaintiff who is in 
doubt as to the person from whom he is entitled to redress to 
join two or more defendants, so that the question which, if 
any, is liable, and the extent of the liability, may be determined 
as between all parties. An instance of the application of the 
rule occurs when a contract has been made ios an agent on 
behalf of a named principal, and the principal afterwards denies 
the authority. If this denial is correct, the person with whom 
the contract has been made, and who desires to sue in respect of 
a breach of it, has his remedy against the agent for breach of 
the implied warranty of authority; while if the denial is in- 
correct and the agent really had authority, the remedy is 
against the principal. Thus in Honduras Ratlway Co. v. Tucker 
(25 W. R. 310, L. R. 2 Ex. D. 301) a contract had been entered 
into by T. in the name of L. to take debentures in a limited 
company. An action was brought against L. for non-perform- 
ance of the contract, and he denied the authority. Thereupon 
the plaintiffs applied to amend by adding T., and it was held 
that under the rule in question (then rule 6 of ord. 16) they 
were entitled to join him asa defendant. The claim was one 
arising out of the same transaction, and against one or other of 
the defendants the plaintiffs would be entitled to relief. A 
similar case was Jassey v. Heynes (supra), where the principals 
resided abroad, and it was held that they were “ proper” 
parties to the action under ord. 11, r. 1 (g), so as to permit of 
service upon them out of the jurisdiction. It was, however, 
contended in the recent case of Bennetts & Co. v. U‘Iiwraith § 
Co, that this construction of ord. 16, r.7, was at variance wit 
the decision of the House of Lords in Smurthwaite v. Hannay 
(48 W. R. 113; 1894, A. O. 494), and that no joinder of 
defendants was now possible unless the same cause of action 
was alleged against each. But the Court of Appeal (A. L. 
Smiru and Riepy, L.JJ.) have declined to transfer to rule 7 the 
narrow construction which has been placed on rule 1, and to 
deprive plaintiffs of the benefit which has always been allowed 
them under the former rule. It seems to be essential, indeed, 
that the alternative claims to redress should arise out of the 
same transaction, but it is not necessary that the redress claimed 
against either defendant should be based on the same cause of 
action. 








MARITIME LIEN. 
III. 


As the case of Zhe Bold Buccleugh authoritatively expounded 
the nature of a maritime lien, it is worth while to notice its cir- 
cumstances. Zhe Bold Buccleugh, which was a Scotch steamship, 
ran down the English barque William in the Humber, and Zhe 
William was totally lost. The owners of Zhe William thereupon 
commenced an action in the Admiralty Court in England against 
The Bold Buccleugh and her owners ; and a warrant of arrest was 
issued against the ship and forwarded to Hull to be executed, 
but before she could be arrested she had left that port for Leith. 
The owners of Zhe Bold Buccleugh declined to give bail in the 
action ; and as the ship continued out of the jurisdiction of the 
Admiralty Court and within the jurisdiction of the Scotch courts, 
the owners of Zhe William commenced a suit against the owners 
of The Bold Buccleugh in the Court of Session. The steamer 
was arrested in Leith harbour, but on bail being given to answer 


the action in the Scotch court she was released. This was in 
January, 1849. In the following June the ship was sold by her 
owners to Harmer, who took without notice of any unsatisfied . 
claim for damage; but in August, when the vessel returned to 
Hull, she was again arrested, this time under a warrant of the 
Admiralty Court, and a fresh action was commenced in that 
court, instructions being sent to Scotland for the immediate 
abandonment of the suit in the Court of Session. Harmer 
appeared under protest in the Admiralty Court, and pleaded, 
first, the pendency of the Scotch suit, and secondly, that he was 
a purchaser for value without notice. : 

The first plea raised the question of the distinction between 
proceedings im rem and in personam; and it was held that, since 
they were in fact of distinct natures, the pendency of the one 
proceeding could not be pleaded in suspension of the other. 
According to the exposition given in a recent work (Dicey on 
Conflict of Laws, p. 263) the only strict action in rem now exist- 
ing under English law is the action which used to belong ex- 
clusively to the Court of Admiralty, and now is properly brought 
in the Admiralty Divieion of the High Court, against a ship or 
other res, such as cargo or freight, connected with a ship. Its 
object is to satisfy the claim of the plaintiff against the res by 
the transfer, sale, or other mode of dealing with the res. The 
foundation of the action in rem is the arrest of the ship or other 
res, and the arrest cannot take place unless the res is eitber in 
England or within three miles of the English coast. Thus the 
immediate object of the action ix rem is the satisfaction of the 
claim out of the res, and the action may proceed to its natural 
result of a decree against the res although the owners do not 
appear. The proceeding in rem, said Sir Jonn Jervis in The 
Bold Buccleugh, whether for wages, salvage, collision, or on 
bottomry, goes against the ship in the first instance. On the 
other hand, the Scotch suit referred to in the case was primatily 
in personam, and the arrest of the ship was only a collateral 
security for the debt. 

The distinction between the two forms of proceeding was con- 
sidered by the Court of Appeal in Zhe City of Mecca (6 P. D. 
106). An action was brought in the Tribunal of Commerce at 
Lisbon against the owners of Zhe City of Mecca to recover 
damages for collision, and the captain and owners were con- 
demned to pay the amount claimed. The ship being within 
English jurisdiction, an action im rem was brought in the 
English Admiralty Court on this judgment; but it was held 
that it would not lie. It was shewn that Portuguese law does 
not recognize the distinction between actions tx rem and actions 
in personam. Under that law all actions are begun by proceed- 
ings in personam, though the judgment in question could have 
been enforced by arrest and sale of the ship. This latter possi- 
bility, however, was not considered sufficient to enable the 
English court to enforce by p ings in rem a judgment 
which, in form at any rate, was in personam. It is really the 
form of the proceedings, said Jesset, M.R., which must be looked 
at to ascertain whether it is a proceeding im rem or in personam. 
It was plain, he further observed, that the Portuguese action 
was a personal action as distinguished from an action in rem, and 
any attempt to make it out something else (because the law of 
Portugal did not allow actions in rem) was really to change the 
real nature of the action to meet the exigencies of those who 
wanted to make the judgment of the court of Portugal go 
further than it really did. 

The above decision and the reasoning on which it was founded 
shew how much weight may still be attached to what is, after 
all, a mere matter of form; but in Zhe Parlement Belge (5 P. D. 
197) the Court of Appeal shrank from carrying the notion of an 
action in rem to its extreme logical results, and they held that 
the owners of the ship are in effect impleaded, and consequently 
that such an action could not be brought against a ship which 
was the preps of a foreign Sovereign. According to the 
practice of the Admiralty Court, the owner is cited to appear 
to shew cause why his property should not be liable to answer 
the demand of the plaintiff, although personal service of the 
citation is not necessary. ‘To implead an independent Sove- 
reign in such a way,” said Brert, L.J., ‘is to call u him 


to sacrifice either his pro er his independence. To 
him in that position is a of the principle upon which bis 





immunity from jurisdiction rests. We think that he cannot 
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be so indirectly impleaded any more than he could be directly 
impleaded.” 

But although in Zhe Parlement Belge there was an inclination 
to have regard rather to the substance than the form of an 
action in rem, yet in general, as we have seen, the court is 
guided by the technical nature of the proceeding; and accord- 
ingly in Zhe Bold Buccleugh the first plea—namely, that the 
pendency of the Scotch suit was a bar to the English suit— 
failed. The English suit was primarily in rem; the Scotch suit 
was primarily in personam, with a right, indeed, of recourse to 
the res, but only as a collateral remedy. Hence, since the two 
proceedings were in their nature distinct, the one was not a bar 
to the other. The second plea—that of purchase for value 
without notice—raised a question of great importance as to the 
nature of maritime lien. With respect to an equitable lien, 
such as vendor’s lien, it is, as we have already seen, possible for 
the lien to be discharged by aconveyance to a purchaser with- 
out notice of the lien. But not so with a maritime lien. This 
attaches to the res immediately upon the happening of the event 
to which it owes its origin, and it follows the res into all hands 
until duly discharged, or until lost by the delay of the person 
entitled to the benefit of it. It is, it has been said, a lien 
unknown to the common law, which attaches to the res and 
travels with the res into whatever hands it passes (Zhe Feronia, 
L. R. 2A. & E., p. 72), or, as the matter was more fully put in 
The Two Ellens (i. R. 4 P. C., p. 169), “A maritime lien must 
be something which adheres to the ship from the time when the 
facts happened which gave the maritime lien, and then continues 
binding on the ship until it is discharged, either by being satis- 
fied or from the /aches of the owner, or in any other way by 
which by law it may be discharged.” 

The principle that a maritime lien follows the ship into the 
hands of a purchaser has been frequently recognized. ‘If the 
ship be sold,” said Dr. Lusutneron, in Zhe Nymph (Swa. 86), 
‘she is always subject to any demand for seamen’s wages for 
any period of time during which the law allows a suit to be 
brought. She is subject to a bottomry bond and to a demand 
for salvage ; therefore it becomes the duty of those who pur- 
chase ships to take care with whom they deal.” So too in The 
Druid (1 W. Rob., p. 399) the same judge, referring to similar 
liabilities, said: ‘‘ Against such liabilities the purchasers must 
protect themselves by caution, or by contract at the time of sale, 
as against the enforcement of an outstanding lien in a proceed- 
ing against the ship in this court they would have no legal 
defence upon the plea that the existence of the lien was unknown 
to them at the time the purchase was effected.” Consequently 
in The Bold Buccleugh (supra) the second plea, like the first, was 
unsuccessful. 





CORRESPONDENCE, 
DISBURSEMENTS, 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] 


Sir,—I have read with considerable surprise the letter of your 
correspondent ‘‘Country Solicitor ” in your current number, and I 
sincerely trust he is not correct in his statement as to its being the 
invariable custom of country solicitors to duplicate their travelling 
and other disbursements under the circumstances referred to. He, I 
gather, practises in the country, while I practise in town, so that 
probably his knowledge of the subject is greater than mine. 
Otherwise I should have said he was casting a most unwarrantable 
slur on his professional brethren ; and my own personal experience, 
such as it is, is quite the other way. 

Disbursements are disbursements, and on no possible ground can a 
solicitor or anyone else charge a client with out-of-pocket payments 
which he has not actually made. If he makes a journey in the 
interests of two clients (say) and his expenses are (say) £2, he must 
obviously apportion that sum between the two. To get £2 out of 

ient seems to me simply dishonest, and would, I should think, 
ing the person trying to do so within reach of the criminal law. 

I have over and over again made journeys from London upon busi- 
ness connected with more than one client, and have invariably appor- 
tioned the total expenses between them according to what I thought 
was right. 

Then, again, as to the daily charge. If this is made as a charge for 
# whole day’s work, when in fact only half a day has been consumed, 
the charge is obviously improper. Probably, however, in the case of 
& journey to London a fee of £5 5s. would not be an excessive 





remuneration for the work done, though other business was combined 
with it; but then it should be charged as a fee, and not as a day’s 
work. 

As I have already stated, I cannot believe that the custom referred 
to by “ Country Solicitor” really exists, at any rate to any great 
extent; but if I am wrong in this I hope you will speak out with no 
uncertain sound on the subject, as anything more discreditable to an 
honourable profession it is difficult to imagine. E. E. L. 

Pontresina, August 17. 





[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. } 


Sir,—I am not a little surprised that the letter of ‘‘ Country Solici- 
tor” in your issue of the 15th should remain unanswered. _ : 

I readily give him my views. What he terms ‘the invariable 
ote of country solicitors” is simply vulgar dishonesty, a petty 
theft. 

A disbursement is a payment actually made; any schoolboy will 
tell him that. Therefore he is wrong in stating that a disbursement 
is not a “fact.” In my opinion disbursements are the most solid and 
horrible ‘‘ facts” that we have to deal with in life. 

Clients do not expect to be cheated. The solicitor states in effect 
in his bill that he has paid a certain sum in travelling expenses while 
engaged exclusively in his client’s business, If the client were aware 
that the sum was false, and wilfully false, he would probably lay a 
case before the Discipline Committee of our Society, with unpleasant 
results for the country solicitor. 

It is very easy with a rudimentary knowledge of arithmetic to 
apportion the expenses between the different clients, and no objection 
could be raised to the apportionment being made in proportion to the 
importarce of the work in each case. As regards a season ticket I 
see no difficulty. If the solicitor took the ticket in any way with a 
view of using it in his business, and not simply to convey him to and 
from his office, he is entitled, I think, to charge the ordinary fare 
when travelling exclusively for a client. If the solicitor stays with 
relatives, he is most emphatically not entitled to charge an imaginary 
hotel bill, unless he pays the amount to his relatives. 

The question does not appear to me to admit of argument. I blush 
for my country brethren. 

With reference to the charge of £5 5s. a day, to make several such 
charges when engaged away from home on one day is not so glaringly 
dishonest, for there is no false statement. But the £5 5s. was intended 
to be a fair remuneration for a whole day’s work ; and this is one of 
those delicate matters which each solicitor must settle for himself, 
having regard to his views of a future world and the honour of his 
profession. Of course, if the ordinary charges exceeded in the whole 
£5, 5s., they could be fairly made. Lonpon SoLicrror. 





“BOVRIL”: A DESCRIPTIVE WORD. 
[T'o the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. | 


Sir,—Please pardon a somewhat belated comment on the Bovril 
case, Re Johnson’s T'rade-mark, reported in the SoLicITors’ JOURNAL 
on the 27th of June last. Being an obscure individual, I have pre- 
ferred to choose the comparative seclusion of the Long Vacation for a 
few a on the judgment of so august a body as the Court of 
Appeal. 

4 extract a few words from the judgment of Lord Justice Lindley 
as reported in your columns. The report runs thus: ‘‘ His lordship 
thought ‘ Bovril’ was non-descriptive. It has been said to be descrip- 
tive because the syllable ‘ bov’ was the Latin for anox. This did not 
follow at all. ‘ Bovril’ did not cease to be a fancy word not in com- 
mon use, because part of it was derived from the Latin word for an 
ox. No meaning could be given to the whole word: when it was first 
formed no one could say more than that it had some relation to an 
ox.” 

Now, without daring to question the accuracy of the decision 
arrived at, I venture to suggest the following two propositions, 
namely :— 

(1) There is good reason for the suggestion that ‘ Bovril” is a 
descriptive word. 

(2) That an intelligible meaning can be given to the whole word. 

His lordship seems to have divided the word ‘‘ Bovril” into ‘‘ bov,” 
the root of Latin bos, an ox, and ‘“‘ril” to which, according to the 
judgment, no meaning can be attached. My propositton is that the 
word should be divided into the syllables ‘‘bo” and ‘‘vril.’”’ Let 
‘*bo” stand for bos, an ox, and the syllable ‘‘vril” ig left to be 
accounted for. 

On turning to chapter vii. of ‘‘ The Coming Race,” by Lord Lytton, 
the following sentence will be found: ‘ And if, my father, you fear 
bie ill not & wave of vril properly impelled wash even the 
memory of what we have heard the stranger say out of the tablets of 
the brain?” Lord Lytton goes on to describe ‘‘vril’’ as a potent 
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magnetic or mesmeric force wielded by the strange race of bein 
donnited in his book. . = 
“‘ Bovril,” compounded of the syllables ‘‘ bo-vril” in the way I 
have suggested, might thus be taken to describe the strength or 
essence of the ox (or rather the beef), and I believe that is exactly 
what its proprietors claim for it. PERTINAX. 





FINANCE ACT, 1894. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,—In a letter which appeared in the Soxicrrors’ JouRNAL of the 
18th of January last, I drew the attention of your readers to the 
extraordinary and very inconvenient contention of the Inland Revenue 
Department that real estate directed by a will to be sold must be 
treated as personalty of the testator, the result being to make the 
estate duty carry interest from the death instead of from a year later, 
and also to deprive the beneficiaries of the advantage of payment by 
instalments, notwithstanding that there might be no necessity for 
selling and no intention to sell for many years to come. About the 
same time the form of Summary to Affidavit A 1 was altered so as 
expressly to class real estate directed to be sold along with personalty. 
On lately sending for a fresh supply of forms, however, I found that 
the summary had in this respect been altered back to its old form, 
which seemed to show that the authorities had at length become con- 
vinced of their error. I therefore wrote to the controller asking that 
if such was the case he would refund the interest which had been 
wrongfully exacted, and which I had paid under protest, yielding to 
superior force. I subjoin a copy of his reply; it is hardly satisfac- 
tory. When the Roman tax-gatherer Zacchzeus was brought to recog- 
nize that he had wrongfully taken anything from any man he restored 
to him fourfold; but Somerset House will not let me “‘ barely have 
my principal.” However, it is something for the department to reform 
its practice on the mere advice of the law officers, without waiting 
to be compelled by judicial decision. L. W. GL. 


(Copy. ] 
17th August, 1896. 

In reply to your letter of the 7th instant, I beg to inform you that 
the Commissioners’ rule is not to make a return of duty which has 
been assessed and paid in accordance with the practice prevailing at 
the time of such assessment. At the date when the duty now in 
question was assessed. it was considered, as stated in the official letters 
to you of the 18th of December and the 11th of January last, that 
the property was to be treated as personal and not as real property. 
Since that date, however, the Commissioners have been advised by 
the law officers that in future real pro devised by will on trust 
for sale should be treated for the purposes of section 6 (8) of the 
Finance Act, 1894, as real estate. 

But the Commissioners cannot act upon this question retrospec- 
tively. This is never done, whether the opinion be for or against the 
revenue. 

I am unable, therefore, to comply with your request for a return of 
the interest paid by your clients. W. W. Karstake, Controller. 





SHARING OF FEES BY A SOLICITOR. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] 

Sir,—We shall be obliged by an opinion whether an English 
solicitor who acts as agent for, and divides his fees with, a Scotch or 
American solicitor contravenes section 32 of the Solicitors Act, 1843. 

SUBSCRIBERS. 





NEW ORDERS, &c. 


THE BANKRUPTCY ACTS, 1883 AND 1890, AND THE 
BANKRUPTCY RULES, 1886 AND 1890. 


GENERAL RULE MADE PURSUANT TO SECTION 127 OF THE BANK- 
RuptTcy Act, 1883. 


(1) Costs of solicitor to Petitioning Debtor.| There shall be added to 
No, III. (special costs) of the scale of solicitors’ costs contained in 
Part II. of the Appendix to the Bankruptcy Rules, 1886, the follow- 
ing item, which shall be deemed to form part of such scale :— 

here the solicitor to the Petitioning Debtor resides at a distance 
there shall be allowed, in addition to the items specified in No. 1 
of tke scale for the attendance on presentation of the petition 
either by the solicitor or by an agent, such sum as the taxing 
officer thinks reasonable, not exceeding— 


(2) This rule shall come into operation on the Ist — of September, 
1896, and shall apply to all petitions ted after the said day. 
(3) This rule may be cited with the Bankruptcy Rules, 1886 to 
1890, as Rule 112s. 
Dated the 19th day of A , 1896. 
(ened) Hatspury, C. 


Signed) Cnas. T. RITcHIE, 
( President of the Board of Trade. 


I concur, 








CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Before the Vacation Judge. 
M’KEAN v. WALLER—26th August. 


LANDLORD AND TENANT—DistTREss—UNDERTAKING TO Pay Rent rvto Court 
—OrpER on Morton ror InsuncTION. 


This was a motion on behalf of the plaintiffs, G. D. M*‘Kean, A. 
M‘Kean, and C. P. Blumberg, that the defendants, Lewis Waller and 
H. H. Morell, trading in co-partnership as Waller & Morell, their servants 
and agents, might be restrained from distraining the goods, chattels, and 
effects in and upon the Shaftesbury Theatre, and from selling the same or 
any part thereof under a distress levied by the defendants on the 20th of 
August, 1896, and from continuing in possession of the same or otherwise 
proceeding with the said distress until the trial of the action or until 
further order. The rent due up to the present time had been paid into 
court. Upon behalf of the defendants it was agreed to give an under- 
taking to withdraw, upon an undertaking by the plaintiffs for payment of 
the instalments of rent as they became due. : 

Currry, J., said that, upon the undertaking of the plaintiffs to pay the 
subsequent instalments into court and the defendants undertaking to with- 
draw forthwith and not to put in another distress unless default were made 
by the plaintiffs in payment into court, there would be no order except that 
costs be costs in the action.—CounseL, W. E. Vernon; H. M. Sturges. 
Soxicrrors, Brandon § Nicholson ; G. 8. § H. Brandon. 

(Reported by J. E. Atpous, Barrister-at-law.} 
s 


NATIONAL TELEPHONE CO. (LIM.) v. C. J. ANNAND—26th August. 


Masrer anp Servant—Discrosure py Servant or CoNnripgENTIAL InrorMA- 
TION OnTarnep IN ServicE—Evipence—Insvnction. 


This was a motion on behalf of the plaintiffs, the National Telephone 
Co. (Limited), that the defendant, C. J. Annand, might be restrained by 
injunction until judgment in the action or until further order from issuing 
or communicating in breach of confidence and to the detriment of the 
plaintiff company any information obtained by him when in the ser- 
vice of the plaintiff company, and, further, from cutting, removing, 
destroying, or otherwise g, or causing or procuring to be cut, 
removed, destroyed, or otherwise , any telephone wires, posts, or 
other property of the plaintiff company. Upon behalf of the plaintiff 
company it was stated that the defendant had been employed by the 
plaintiffs for way leave duties for more than twelve months. On the 23rd 
of July notice terminating the defendant’s service was given to him by the 
plaintiffs’ district manager. On the 25th of July the defendant wrote to the 
general manager, asking that his case shou'd be looked into, and adding: 
‘*In having the honour of addressing this communication to you, I have only 
done so under the full knowledge that my case will not be impartially 
dealt with by Mr. Haley or Mr. Clay, both of whom I charge with bad 
faith towards me. I am aware of the many difficulties that surround the 
compuny, even in the immediate vicinity of this exchange, as regards their 
overhead wires and railway rentals, &c. I am, however, prepared to 
loyally support the company in every way, but such treatment as that which 
I have received, and which I am submitting for your kind and favourable 
consideration, if left unredressed, will cause me to take up a position of 
the most bitter antagonism towards the company, which I should deeply 
deplore.” After such a threat as that contained in the defendant's letter 
his services were finally dispensed with. The letter was evidence of malice 
and malicious intention, which accounted for what subsequently happened. 
On the 28th of July the defendant wrote to the gen manager, saying 
that he had declined the position of canvasser at 253. a week which had been 
offered to him by the district manager, and asking that, in view of the 
course he proposed to adopt immediately he left the plaintiffs’ service, the 
whole of the correspondence bearing upon his removal from office might 
be brought before the directors. That the general omg declined to 
do. On the 7th of August, 1896, the defendant sent the owing letter 
to the plaintiffs: ‘‘ Acting for and on behalf of Mr. Jacobs, of 99, 
Dalston-lane, N.E., I beg to give you notice that it has come to the 
knowledge of the above-mentioned gentleman that are paying Messrs. 
Jordan & Paine, of High-street, Kingsland, also railway companies, 
an annual rental per for crossing their premises, and I beg to request 
that the usual form of agreement to pay 5s. a wire be entered into, and 
that such be sent to me for approval forthwith, failing which I give you 
notice that it is my intention to cut them down at the expiration of seven 
days from the date hereof.” And upon the same date, purporting to act 
upon behalf of one Mrs. Mansfield, he sent a similar letter to the plaintiffs. 





£a d. 
In summary cases - - - 012 0 
In other cases - - ee ee 


The allowance in summary cases shall not be subject to any ‘ 
reduction under Rule 112 (2). ‘ 


It was contended on behalf of the plaintiffs that the letters shewed know- 
ledge which could only have been obtained confidentially. Mr. Jacobs 
informed a clerk in the solicitor’s department of the pry bog = until 
he was so informed by the defendant, he did not know that the plaintiffs 
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ever rates calculated according to the number of wires. In the 
defendant's letters there was, it was argued, a clear threat t> do what he 
could against the company. The knowledge as to the rentals of the wires 
could only be obtained by the defendant from his position as wayleave 
officer. The defendant had filed no affidavit, and there was no evidence 
that he got this information in any other way. The defendant, who 
sonseest in person, in answer to his lordship before the case for the 
plaintiffs was opened, stated that he had no evidence to put upon 
affidavit. 

Curry, J.—I must grant an injunction in terms of the notice of motion. 
The plaintiffs will give an undertaking in damages, and there will be the 
usual order. I warned the defendant before the case was opened of the 
position in which he would find himself if he gave no evidence. The law 
is that a person in the employment of another can make use of any 
information he obtains except such as is confidential. The present case is 
really undefended, and the inference to be drawn is that the information 
was obtained by the defendant in the manner suggested by the plaintiffs. 
The plaintiffs’ costs will be costs in the action.—Counset, Baker and 
Heckscher. Soutcrror, W. E. L. Gaine. 

[Reported by J. E. Atpovs, Barrister-at-Law.] 





County Courts, 


FOWLE AND OTHERS v. THE MAYOR, &., OF ANDOVER—Andover, 
21st August. 


This was an action by William Fowle and his wife (as beneficial owners) 
and others (as trustees) against the Andover Town Council, for an order 
requiring the defendants to abstain from causing or knowingly permitting 
sewage matter to fall or flow or to be carried into the river Anton, along 
any channels or drains under the defendants’ control, in, at, or about the 
borough of Andover, contrary to the statutes 39 & 40 Vict. c. 75 and 
56 & 57 Vict. c. 31 (Rivers Pollution Acts). The Rivers Pollution Act of 
1876 provides that the sanitary authority or any person aggrieved may 
take proceedings under the Act. The plaintiffs claimed to be persons 
aggrieved, they being the owners of a mill and land, with valuable fishing 
rights, immediately below the outflow of the town sewers into the river. 

His Honour Judge Gre gave judgment to the following effect :—This was 
an action by the plaintiff against the Corporation of Andover, for an order 
of the court requiring the Corporation, the defendants, to abstain from 
causing or knowingly permit sewage to fall or flow or to be carried into 
the river Anton in any channel or drain under their control. The 
application was made under the Rivers Pollution Act, 1876, and the 
grounds of the claim were that certain drains or sewers of the Corporation 
fell into the river at certain poinis, practically at the outside of the town. 
The provisions of the Act left it to him, as county court judge, to 
consider whether or not there had in fact been pollution, whether or not 
the Corporation had knowingly permitted it to continue. The proceedings 
were taken under section 3 of the Rivers Pollution Act, 1876, which 
provides ‘*that every person who causes to fall or flow, or knowingly 
permits to fall or flow or to be carried into any stream any solid or liquid 
sewage matter shall be deemed to have committed an offence against this 
Act. Where any sewage matter falls or flows or is carried into any 
stream along a channel used, constructed, or in process of construction 
at the date of the passing of this Act, for the purpose of conveying 
such sewage matter, the person causing or knowingly permitting the 
sewage matter so to fall or flow or to he carried shall not be deemed to 
have com:nitted an offence against the Act if he shews to the satisfaction 
of the court having cognisance of the case that he is using the best prac- 
ticable and available means to render harmless the sewage matter so 
falling or flowing or carried into the stream.’’ Then section 8 of the Act 
provided that proceedings might be taken by any person aggrieved by the 
commission of such offence. Then by section 10 jurisdiction was given to 
the county court judge to make an order for an injunction to require 
them to abstain from the commission of the offence, and might order the 
adoption of such measures as would prevent pollution. The first points he 
had to consider were whether or not the sewage had been knowingly per- 
mitted to fall or flow into the stream. Secondly, whether in fact there 
was any pollution. Thirdly, whether the Corporation—that is to say if 
there was pollution—had used the best practicable means to render it harm- 
less. Fourthly, whether the plaintiffs were persons aggrieved within the 
——< section 8. {Going to the last point first, he found as a fact that 
plaintiffs were persons aggrieved by the commission of the offence. The 
plaintiffs were owners of the mill and the fishing rights in the stream, and 
they bad the ordinary right, in the first place, of any riparian owner to 
have the water come to them unpolluted, and they had the right to have 
that supply of water given to them as it ordinarily flowed unchanged by 

ution such as this. His second finding was that the Corporation had 

ly permitted the sewage to fall into the river and be carried down 
stream. His third finding was that there was in fact very serious 
oe ony of the river. Then his fourth finding was that the Corporation 
not used the best practicable, or in fact any, means of rendering 
harmless the sewage so falling into the stream. His fifth finding 
that the Corporation were in fact able to prevent sewage matter 
into the stream, and that there were means available for reuder- 
sewage harmless. Evidence was given before him on behalf 

of plaintifis that the water and the mud in the river were polluted by 
sewage matter, and evidence was given on behalf of defendants that 
there was some slight pollution it was practically much less, in fact 
none at all, than ted by plaintiffs. He therefore thought it advis- 
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evidence of the strongest possible pollution with sewage, and the growth 
of the natural weeds was, practically g. entirely destroyed, while 
such as there were growing on the banks of the river and in the bed were 
entirely covered by elime and sewage filth, and in fact the river was little 
better than an open drain. Since hearing the case on the second day he 
had been again down the river, and found it, if possible, in a worse state 
than on the first occasion. He found a smell coming from the river, and 
he saw quantities of sewage floating on the river and strings of slime 
among the weeds on the bank and in the bed; in fact the river was in a 
most offensive state, and he should say wasa great nuisance to anyone 
living on the side of it. Evidence was given by some of the witnesses 
that there was no nuisance and no complaint; but he did not put 
much reliance on that evidence because every one of them, with- 
out exception, had direct interest in declaring there was no nuisance. 
In face of what he had seen bimself, he was inclined to place less 
reliance on it, because anyone who had any sort of common sense 
and went to look at the river, and then said it was unpolluted, 
and that he was unable to discover sewage in it, must, he should say, 
when he inspected the river have turned his back on it. He should say 
that nothing else than having done so, or, he was sorry to say, almost 
wilful misrepresentation, would have led him to say so. The evidence 
with respect to the mud and the accumulation of mud was, he thought, 
over stated on behalf of the plaintiffs; and he thought that the evidence as 
to damage to the mill by reason of the presence of the mud was also over 
stated, because he thought the natural flow of water from the mills 
was prevented probably by the silting up at the mill tail rather than by 
the amount of sewage matter allowed to flow into the river. As to the 
question of the solid matter that flowed into the river in the form of 
sewage, that would create some damage to the mill, and he was of opinion 
that it did; but not to the extent stated by plaintiffs. He still thought 
that the increase of mud did cause some damage under that head ; and he 
thought that very serious damage was caused to the river with regard to 
fishing rights. On the last occasion when he went down the water in 
the river was thick, and except in one or two places he could not see the 
bottom of the stream by reason of the filthiness and blackness of the water 
and the deposit. When it was suggested to him that the river was 
as good below the mill as above, it was to his mind an idle sug- 
gestion, and he was obliged to find absolutely to the contrary. He 
was not called on to adjudicate in any way on the damage that 
had been inflicted on the plaintiffs, but only to find there was 
pollution of the river within the meaning of the Act to enable 
him to make an order for an injunction against the Corporation for per- 
mitting the state of things to continue ; and therefore he found as a fact 
that plaintiffs were aggrieved by the permission of the Corporation of the 
sewage to fall into the stream. He also found that the sewage flowing 
into the stream did cause serious pollution, and that in fact there was 
serious damage and injury to the plaintiffs. He also found that the defen- 
dants did not adopt the best available means of rendering harmless the 
sewage. While he was on that finding he would say with regard to the 
words in section 3—‘ that the person causing or knowingly permitting the 
sewage matter so to fall or to be carried shall not be deemed to have com- 
mitted an offence against this Act if he shews to the satisfaction of the 
court having cognisance of the case that he is using the best practicable 
and available means to render harmless the sewage matter so falling or 
flowing or carried into the stream ’’—that it was no answer on behalf of the 
persor allowing sewage to flow into the river to say that he cleaned the 
river out, or took the mud out after it had gone in. He held that the 
words of the section meant that a person so allowing the sewage to flow 
into the stream, in order to give him the benefit of the proviso in section 3, 
must show that he treated the sewage, that he used the best practical means 
of rendering it harmless, before it was allowed to go into the stream at all. 
If he allowed it to go into the river in its natural or original state, nothing 
he might do afterwards as to taking it out would avail him under the pro- 
vision of section 3. Then he found that the defendants not only permitted 
the sewage to flow into the stream, but that they could have prevented it 
flowing into the stream if they chose, and that there were in fact means 
available which they could have adopted to render the sewage harmless. 
Under section 10, therefore, he should grant an order requiring the defen- 
dant Corporation to abstain from the further commission of the offence, to 
abstain from allowing any portion of the sewage in question to flow into 
the stream, or in any way poilute the stream, or into any of the channels 
or drains which communicate with the stream. He should suspend the 
operation of the order until the 3lst of October, with liberty for either 
party to apply to him on the 23rd of October to confirm the same: that 
was, he would then exercise his discretion as to whether he would suspend 
the order or not, as he saw whether or not any operations or negotiations 
were on foot to remedy the evil. His honour allowed costs on the higher 
scale, with fees of the analyst, and, considering the importance of the case, 
the allowance for the shorthand notes.—Counszt, Zemple Cooke ; Clavell 
Salter, Soxicrrors, Mear § Fowler ; T. Longman, Andover. 








CASES OF LAST SITTINGS, 


High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 
HOOPER v. HOLME & KING—July 20. 


Empvoyer’s Lianiuitry—Derence or Contrisutory Neoiicence—Person 
ENTxustep WITH SUPERINTENDENCE—PeERsoN TO WHose OnrpEers Wonk- 
MAN 18 Bounp to Convonm—Consrrucrion or Emrnoyens’ LiapiLiry 
Act, 1880 (43 & 44 Vicr. c. 42), 8. 1, sun-szcrions 2, 3. 


Further consideration by Mathew J., in an action tried before him with 
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a special jury. The action was originally brought in the Shoreditch 
County Court by a widow, who claimed com ation under the 
Employers’ Liability Act, 1880, in respect of the death of her busband, 
for which, as she alleged, the defendants, in whose employment the 
deceased man was, were answerable. The action was tried before his 
Honour Judge French and a jury, when a verdict was given for the 
plaintiff for £210, being the maximum allowed under the Act, namely, 
the amount of three years’ wages at £70 a year. This verdict was after- 
wards set aside by a Divisional Court on the ground of the misdirection of 
the learned county court judge, and a new trial was ordered, and it was 
also ordered that, upon certain terms as to costs, the action should be 
removed to and tried in the High Court. The action*was accordingly 
tried before Mathew, J., and a special jury; and upon the findings of 
the jury the case was reserved for further consideration. Section 1 of the 
Employers’ Liability Act, 1880 (43 & 44 Vict. c. 42), provides: ‘‘ Where 
personal injury is caused to a workman . . . (2) by reason of the 
negligence of any person in the service of the employer who has any 
superintendence entrusted to him whilst in the exercise of such superin- 
tendence ; or (3) by reason of the negligence of any person in the service 
of the employer to whose orders or directions tbe workman at the time of 
the injury was bound to conform and did conform, where such injury 
resulted from his having so conformed.’’ The facts are set out in the 
following judgment. 


Maruew, J.—This was an action brought to recover damages as 
compeusation for the death of a man named Hooper, who was in the 
employ of the defendants. The action was brought by the widow on 
behalf of herself and children. The defendants were contractors for 
certain works on the Great Eastern Railway, and Hooper was in their 
employment. He was one of four men employed at the time of the 
accident. The four men were Cross, who was a mason; McCafferty 
(senior), also a mason; and two labourers, McCafferty (junior) and 
Hooper ; and the place at which they were at work was one of a peculiarly 
dangerous character. They were employed for the purpose of trimming 
capstones on a wall running along the side of the railway and for the 
purpose of pointing the joints with cement. There were two lines of 
railway, both used for fast trains, and the trains succeeded each other at 
intervals of a few minutes. Men engaged at such work and at sucha 
place were exposed to very peculiar peril. On the morning of the 5th of 
October—a foggy morning—the men arrived at their work. Cross and 
the McCaffertys arrived first, and Hooper arrived shortly after. When 
he got there Cross had begun to prepare some cement for the work, and 
he selected as a place to mix the cement the end of one of the sleepers of 
one of the lines. While he was at work Hooper came up. Hooper seeing 
how he was engaged went to the end of another sleeper on the other line 
of railway and began to mix cement there. He stooped over the rail, and 
while he was at work a fast train came up, struck him down, and killed 
him on the spot. It was suggested that he did not hear the train coming 
because another train was passing at the time. The case came on for 
trial before me, and the points made were these. For the plaintiff it was 
said that the man Hooper, being put to work in this dangerous place, no 
proper precautions were taken for the safety of himself or the other men 
employed with him. For the defendants it was said that reasonable 
precautions had been taken, and, in the alternative, that Hooper by the 
exercise of ordinary care might have avoided the accident. For the 
plaintiff reliance was placed on sub-section 3 of section 1 of the Act. 
The suggestion was that Cross was a person to whose orders Hooper was 
bound to conform, that Cross negligently ordered him to go to work 
without having a look-out man, that Hooper conformed to the order and 
lost his life in consequence. The jury found iu answer to the different 
questions: (1) That all reasonable precautions had been taken by the 
defendants, the contractors, for the safety of Hooper and the other men ; 
(2) which was practically in the plaintiff's favour, that Cross was a 
person to whose orders Hooper was bound to conform, that Cross had 
negligently ordered that Hooper should go to work without the proper 
look out, that Hooper had conformed to the order and thereby lost his 
life. The third question put, as to whether Hooper by the exercise of 
ordinary care might have avoided the accident, the jury were unable to 
answer. In that state of things the case came on for further 
consideration. The first point taken for the defendants was the 
important one that without a finding on the question of contributory 
negligence the rights of the parties could not be ascertained. The jury 
having failed to » oral Ba that question, it was said that the defendants 
were entitled to a new trial. It was said for the plaintiff that the only 
evidence of contributory negligence here was that the man obeyed the 
negligent order of Cross, and that that prevents the doctrine of contribu- 
tory negligence being applied to the case. The argument went as far as 
this, that even if the jury had found for the defendants upon the plea of 
contributory negligence, nevertheless the plaintiff would | have had the 
right to have the verdict entered for her because the only evidence in sup- 
port of that defence would have been obedience to the negligent order of 

. That argument went too far, and stretched the section too far; 
because, if that were the law, a negligent order by a person described in 
the section which exposed the workman to obvious and imminent danger 
would cast upon the ear va the obligation to pay damages for the loss in 
consequence of the obedience to the order. I am satisfied that that was 
notgthe meaning of the section and that it is not the law; and I am con- 
strained to say that there was evidence here that, with full knowledge of 
the risk that he was running, this unhappy man took upon himself to 
work in this dangerous and perilous place, and therefore it would be 
impossible to dispose of this case without obtaining the opinion of the 
fury upon that important question. The next ment for the defen- 

ants was that there was no evidence to justify the jury ix applying to 
this case sub-section 3 of section 1. The difficulty was present to my 


mind of saying that H 


ooper 
Cross. The jury found the first issue most properly in favour of the , 


defendants. The evidence was all one way; and 
clear that in the ordinary course of basiness men employed as these men 
were were bound not to work unless a ye ay look-out was kept ; and it 
appeared, further, from the evidence of the engineer, that in the par- 
ticular case specific orders were given that the men should not work 
unless one of the four was told off to act as look-out man, and it was per- 
fectly clear that nobody was acting as look-out man at the time of the 
accident. What is the construction of sub-section 3? ‘A person in the 
service of the employer to whose orders or directions the workman at the 
time of the injury was bound to conform’? must be a person who has 
authority within the area of his employment to give certain directions to 
those over whom he is placed. He must receive the mandate of his em- 
ployer for that purpose. The workman, on the other hand, must be a 
workman who, by reason of his contract with his employer, is bound to 
obey the directions given to him. I do not see how it is possible to urge 
that the person referred to in the section, Cross, had any mandate from 
his employers to give any such instructions as he was said to have given, 
nor can I see that Hooper was under any contract with his employers to 
obey any such instructions. The evidence was clear that the men were all 
wrong in working without a look out, and the evidence was equally clear 
that they had in the particular case specific instructions not to work unless 
there was a proper lock out. Therefore Cross was ordered not to work and 
Hooper was ordered not to work as they did. It appears to mo, therefore, 
that Cross was not a person entitled to give such an order, and that 
Hooper was not a person who was bound to obey it. Then it was argued 
that it is a question for the jury, and that there is evidence that this man 
was bound to conform to the orders of Cross; that Cross saw what the 
msn was doing and where he was working, and must be taken to have 
given instructions ; and that the jury must be taken to have found that he 
had instructions to work at the spot he selected. The evidence for the 
plaintiff on this point failed. Hooper went to work himself in discharge 
of independent duties. Cross gave him no instructions to select the par- 
ticular place ; the man selected the place himself, which was one of great 
danger, and the consequences followed. Acting on my construction of 
the Act of Parliament, it is my duty to say that there was no evidence 
to warrant the jury in finding for the plaintiff on this issue, and judg- 
ment must be entered for the defendants.—CowunsEL, Rentoul, Q.C., and 
Abinger ; Jelf, Q.C., and Colam. Soxicrrors, J. 7. Rossiter ; Watson, Sgns, 


§ Room. 
[Reported by Sir Suzrston Baker, Bart., Burrister-at-Law.! 


ELGOOD AND ANOTHER v. HARRIS AND ANOTHER—1l5th and 
26th June. 


Manne INsurANcE—UNDERWRITER AND InsvRANcE BrokeER—Bankrvuptcr 
or UNDERWRITER—PREMIUMS AND Lossss—Segt-orr—Mvtvat Dests anv 
Crepits—Ricut or Trustee To SALVAGE. 

Commercial action tried by Collins, J., in which the learned judge gave 
the following written judgment from which the facts and cases cited during 
the argument fully appear. 

Coutts, J., read the following judgment:—This is a claim by a 
person who has taken an i ent from the trustee of a bankrupt 
underwriter for additional premiums due from the defendants, who are 
insurance brokers, upon policies effected by them with the bankrupt, and 
for moneys received by them by way of a losses settled with 
the underwriter béfore the bankruptcy. The pt was a member of 
Lloyd’s, and business was done between him and the defendants in the 
ordinary manner which is described in Arnould on Marine Insurance, Part 
I., chap. 4. The defendants seek to set off against this claim a much 
larger sum due to them for losses on other policies effected by them as 
well in their own name as for their principals to whom a 
the solvency of the underwriter. It was admitted by the plaintiffs that 
the defendants, having effected the policies in their own names and ha’ 
guaranteed the solvency of the underwriter, were entitled to set off unpai 
losses against any claim upon them based on a credit given by the bankrupt 
to them at the date of the bankruptcy; and they did not dispute that the 
claim for additional premiums which became after the bankruptcy 
under policies effected before the ae was based on such a credit, 
and was therefore met by the set-off. They contended, however, that the 
claim for salvage stood upon a different footing, and was in effect a mere 
demand by the coeatase 0 sh 3 Sone Se Sey es ee ee 
to the hands of the defendants the —— , a right which arose 
for the trustee as soon as, and not before, such property came into the 
hands of the defendants, and was therefore in no sense based upon a 
credit given by the bankrupt, and consequently could not be met by a 
set-off of sums due from the bankrupt in t of losses underwritten by 
him, whether they occurred before or after the bankruptcy. Such losses, 
if occurring before the bankruptcy, would at the date of the 
be a debt ?~ pe by the underwriter to the defendants; 
occurring after the y; 
dants to the bankrupt. t the debt or credits 
mutual, the claim of the plaintiffs being one that first arose to the trustee 
as assignee of the bankrupt's estate, the claim of the defendants 
based on a credit given to tae bankrupt himself. The point is one of 
nicety, and involves an analysis of the exact position of the towards 
each other at the date of the bankruptcy. At that date the losses on all 
the policies in respect of which sal eat ae wee eee ee 
as between the underwriter and the ts. On the hand there 


were several eae eaets Se Se ee ee a 
liable to make good losses. The effect of t by underwriter to 
the defendants, who as between them the underwriter are claiming 





rights of set-off as being themselves the present insured, was as againat 
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them to vest in the underwriter an equitable right to all property or 
interest which they might have in the thing insured. Therefore at the 
date of the bankruptcy the underwriter was the owner in equity (subject 
perhaps to disclaimer by him) of whatever existed of the thing insured, 
and the defendants became trustees for him of anything which they might 
receive in respect thereof in diminution of the loss: see yer Lord Black- 
burn in Burnand v. Rodocanachi (31 W. R., at p. 66; 7 App. Cas., at p. 339 ; 
Phillips, sects. 1723 et seq.). I think it is immaterial for this purpose 
whether his right was legal or equitable. He had by payment become the 
true owner of the subject matter insured and of anything that might be 
received by the assured in respect of it as soon as it came into exist- 
ence. When, therefore, sums were received by the defendants by way 
of salvage, these sums became part of the bankrupt’s estate, which his 
trustee was entitled to get in, but the defendants were under no con- 
tract to enforce payment of such sums for the benefit of the bankrupt. 
They had simply divested themselves of all interest in or rights in respect 
of the subject matter except as trustee for the bankrupt. As such trustee 
they could be called upon to hand over anything which came to their 
hands in diminution of the loss; but at the date of the bankruptcy no 
debt existed and no credit was given to them by the bankrupt in respect 
thereof, nor could their obligation as trustees be said, I think, to be a 
money claim arising out of a mutual dealing as described by Lord 
Esher, M.R., in Eberle’s Hotels and Restaurant Co. v. Jonas (35 W. R., 
at p. 468; 18 Q. B. D., at p. 465). Suppose the defendants had executed 
a@ deed transferring the wreck to the underwriter, and that after his 
bankruptcy some part of the wreck had come into the possession of 
the defendants, would not this have been the subject of a claim 
arising for the trustee when, and not before, the defendants got 
gg Would it make any difference that the thing saved and 

id by them was money, so that it could be sued for as money had 
and received? Clearly not. It would still be part of the bankrupt’s estate 
which had found its way into the hands of the defendants after bankruptcy, 
and in respect of-which no debt or credit had ever existed between the 
defendants and the bankrupt. Is there, then, any difference in the position 
of the parties because the right of the trustee in bankruptcy was not based 
upon a legal assignment, but upon an equity arising out of the contract of 
indemnity based on the fact that a complete indemnity had been paid? IT 
cannot think that the obligation to admit this equity, which arose by 
operation of law when the defendants received such payment, could be 
deemed in any sense a credit given by the bankrupt to them, or a money 
claim existing for him in respect of mutual dealings with them. In 
analyzing the relation of the underwriter to the defendants at the date of 
the bankruptcy for the purpose of determining the question of set-off, I 
carefully exclude considerations based on the fact that the defendants 
were also agents for the underwriter, who, had he not have become bank- 
rapt, might in ordinary course have received on his behalf saivage in the 
form of money compensation. Such agency, so far as it existed, was 
revoked by the bankruptcy (see Parker v. Smith, 16 East 382; Minett v. 
Forrester, 4 Taunt, 541); and no claim of mutual credit or mutual dealing 
based on its expected continuance can be supported. I have also excluded 
all consideration of the rights of the defendants as between them and 
their clients for whom the insurances were in fact effected. These latter 
may or may not have not been bound by the custom of Lloyd’s (see Scott 
v. Irving, 1 B. & Ad. 605; Stewart v. Aberdein, 4 M. & W. 211); but this 
case is to be considered entirely apart from them upon the basis upon 
which the defendants have placed it : namely, that of persons insured who 
have a claim as such to be paid losses, but who in respect of other losses 
have received indemnity. Such being my view of the law, my judgment 
must be for the plaintiffs for £37 6s. 10d., which was the figure agreed 
between the parties if the plaintiffs were entitled to succeed. Judgment 
for plaintiffs, with costs on High Court scale.—Counset, Joseph Walton, 
Q.C., and Manisty ; H. Reed, Q.C., and R. Brown. Soutcrrors, Elgood ¢ 
Moyle ; Turner, Son, § Foley. 

[Reported by Sir Suzrstox Baxenr, Bart., Barrister-at-Law.1 





County Courts. 
MAULE +. WHITE—Bloomsbury, 30th July. 


In this case the plaintiff, Mr. Edward Maule, clerk of the ce for the 
county of Huntingdon, sought to recover from Mr. Suak heme 
White, of Castor House, near Peterborough, a magistrate for Huntingdon- 
shire, the sum of £10 10s. as a fee payable to the clerk of the peace on Mr. 
White “‘ qualifying ”’ as a justice of the for that county. 

His Honour Judge Swacce, after stating the facts, referred to the well- 
established principle that where the law imposes a duty upon an officer he 
cannot claim a remuneration for fulfilling it unless the law has expressly 
conferred such a right (4 Com. Dig., tit. ‘‘ Extortion,’”’ p. 428). No offi- 
cer can claim a fee save by ancient usage or Act of Parliament. (See per 
pd C.J., in Fleetwood vy. Finch, 2 H. Black 223). ‘It is clear that the 
¢ for the fees must rest either on usage or statute.’’ (See yer Cromp- 
ton, J., in Reg. v. Baker, 7 A. & E. 518). The same principle is stated by 
Cave,J.,in a more recent case: ‘‘It is a well-known principle of law 
that wherea public officer (which the clerk of the peace is) is required 
toperforma certain duty he is not entitled to make any charge for doing that 
pe co some charge is distihctly provided for him by enactment of law, 

that in the absence of any such enactment he must do the duty for 

”: Re Howe (L. R. 18 Q. B. D., p. 576). Dealing with the plain- 

tiff’s c) te ge the alleged ground of prescription by ancient usage, his 
honour the dictum of Kelly, C.B., in Bryant v. Foot (L. R. 4 Q. B., 
p. 505): *‘The true principle of the law applicable to this question is 
that where a fee has been received for a great length of time, the right to 








which could have had a legal origin, it may and ought to be assumed that 
it was received as of right during the whole period of legal memory—that 
is, from the reign of Richard I. to the present time, unless the contrary 
be proved.’’ But it becomes unnecessary to ‘‘ prove the contrary ”’ where 
the fee or sum is claimed in respect of an office created since the reign of 
Richard I.. See per Abbott, O.J.,in Morgan v. Palmer (2 B. & CO. 733), 
where a payment was claimed for granting a licence on the ground that 
it had been taken for a long period of time: ‘‘ We cannot thence pre- 
sume that the mayor was entitled to the payment by any immemorial 
usage, because we know that licences to open public-houses were not 
granted until long after the time of legal memory.’’ So in the present 
case the office of clerk of the peace was not created until long after the 
reign of Richard I., faasmuch as the office of justice of the peace was not 
in existence then. In Harding v. Pollock (6 Bing., p. 48) the statutory 
origin of the office is thus traced by Littledale, J.: ‘‘ Several Acts 
of Parliament were made in the time of Edward III.—viz., 1 Ed. 
3, st. 2, c. 16; 4 Ed. 3, c. 2; 18 Ed. 3, st. 2, c. 2; and 34 
Ed. 3, c. 1; and the origin of the justices of the peace, as at present con- 
stituted, is to be found in those statutes, and consequently within the 
time of legal memcry, and it may be considered that the last of these 
was more particularly that which decided the character and constitution 

of the present justices.” His honour held therefore that the office of 
clerk of the peace having been created within the time of legal memory no 
immemorial usage or prescription could be applied to it, and that therefore 
the plaintiff's claim, so far as it was based upon ancient or immemorial 
usage, must fail. His honour then proceeded to deal with the alleged 
statutory right of the plaintiff to claim these fees. The earliest statute 
in which mention is made of fees to the clerks of the peace is 1 Will. & M. 
c. 21, where (ss. 4, 5, 6) provision is made for their appointment by the 
Custos Rotulorum ‘*to hold and enjoy the said office and to take and 
receive the fees, profits, and perquisites thereof.’? Some “‘ fees,’’ and 
perhaps ‘‘ perquisites,’’ had therefore been probably taken long before 
that enactment. They continued to be so taken down to the end of the 
seventeenth century (save on the readmission of magistrates after the 
demise of the Crown, which exemption is provided by 1 Geo. 3, c. 13, s. 

2). By the 55 Geo. 3, c. 50, it is recited that “it is customary for 
‘ clerks of the peace to demand and take certain fees from 

pérsons indicted,’ the statute providing for the abolition of those 
exactions ; but it would seem that the demands of the clerks of the peace 
were by no means settled. Accordingly the 57 Geo. 3, c. 91, was passed 
for the purpose, as in the recital to that Act, of removing ‘‘ doubts which 
had arisen touching the fees and allowances due and to be made to clerks 
of the peace,’’ and it was provided that the justices of the peace at quarter 
sessions should settle ‘‘a table of fees’? to be taken by clerks of the 
peace, which, when ratified and confirmed by the judges of assize, should 
be ‘‘ the only fees and allowances to be taken by the clerks of the peace’’ 

under a penalty of £5. Matters so remained until the year 1847, when, 

by the 30th section of the 11 & 12 Vict. c. 43 (Jervis’s Act), it was pro- 
vided that the tables of fees should be laid before and confirmed by the 
Secretary of State for approval and confirmation, and the penalty for 
demanding other or greater fees was increased to £20. Three years later, 
in 1851, provision was made by the 14 & 15 Vict. c. 55, s. 9, for the 
payment of a salary to the clerks of the peace in lieu of fees, to be 
fixed by the quarter sessions with the approval of the Secretary of 
State with the proviso (section 10) that payment for ‘‘any descrip- 
tion of business’’ [to be specified in the recommendation fixing the 
salary] ‘‘ should not be included in the salary,”’ but that the clerk should 
be remunerated for such excepted business ‘‘ by such fees or other pay- 

ments as may be payable to him in respect thereof.’”” In accordance with 
this last-mentioned statute, various recommendations had from time to 
time since 1851 been made by the magistrates in quarter sessions for 
Huntingdonshire and confirmed by the Secretary of State. His honour 

stated these recommendations from the minutes of the quarter sessions for 
the county, down to the year 1891, when the last alteration in the salary 

and remuneration of the clerk of the peace received the sanction of the 
Home Secretary, and provided for a salary of £700 per annum, “to 
include all business transacted by hira virtute officii, except as follows: 1. 
All actual disbursements, including postage and stationery. 2. Prosecu- 

tion fees as formerly allowed by the Treasury. 3. Fees on appeals and 

for all other business paid for by the parties for whom the business was 
done.’’ His honour pointed out that the present claim, to be claimable 
asa statutory right, must therefore come within one or other of these 
three exceptions. Clearly it was not within exceptions 1 or 2. Could it 
then be held to be valid as being excepted from salaried work under 
a 3, a8 being, in fact, ‘‘ business paid for by the parties for whom 
the business is done’’? On behalf of the defendant, it was submitted, 
indeed it was argued before me at the bar, that the clerk of the peace acts 
on the occasion of the appointment and qualification of new magistrates 
as the servant of his own master and for his own master’s benefit. After 
a full consideration of the law relating to the subject and of the state of 
facts to which I am to apply it, I find myself bound to arrive at the 
same conclusion. The true nature of the impost which the plaintiff in this 
action seeks to establich as'a legal obligation is discerned by tracing the various 
phases which the mode of remunerating clerks of the has under- 
gone. The “‘ fee or other sum ’’ demanded by the particularS of claim in this 
action is simply asurvival. Inthecounty of Huntingdon it is not, indeed, a 
forbidden survival, but is not an expressly authorized survival from an age 
and a condition of thiags that have passed away. As a mode of recom- 
pense for services rendered, virtute officii, to the bench of magistrates and 
to individual members of that bench, it is merged in—perhaps it would be 
more correct to say it is submerged by—the latter-day simplicity of 
an annual stipend. Anything which the clerk superadds to the perform- 
ance of his official duty on the occasion of the appointment or qualification 
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of new magistrates is added by way of courtesy and kindliness towards 
individual members of the bench, but those qualities are not marketable 
commodities. The best that can be said in support of the so-called “ fee ’’ 
demanded by the plaintiff in this action is that it is a time-honoured 
exaction. In ninety-nine cases out of a hundred it is willingly, perhaps 
cheerfully, bestowed. I suppose that gentlemen on the occasion of their 
appointment to the honourable office and position of justice of the peace 
usually pay it without a remonstrance or a murmur. It is a donation, a 
gratuity, a douceur, a perquisite, an honorarium if you like, but it ie not in 
my judgment a payment enforceable by law as having the sanction of im- 
memorial custom, statutory enactment, or common law right, and there- 
fore when an action is brought for its recovery by process of law, and is 
tried before me, I have no alternative. I must direct that judgment shall 
be entered for the defendant with costs. 

On the application of Mr. Brooke Little, his honour gave leave to appeal, 
and granted a stay of execution for costs until November 1, to give the 
plaintiff an opportunity of considering the course he would adopt.— 
CounsEL, Brooke Little ; Gore Browne. 








LAW SOCIETIES, 
INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
Annual Report. 

(Continued from page 733.) 


Companies Bill.—This Bill was carefully considered by a committee of 
the Council. The President has attended before the Select Committee of 
the House of Lords, and has given evidence on the Bill. 

Administration of Estates (Consolidation) Bill.—The Bill referred to in last 
year’s report was not proceeded with in last Session owing to the 
dissoluticn of Parliament, but has been brought into the House of Lords 
this Session with amendments. The council have submitted a report to 
the Lord Chancellor containing suggestions for sundry improvements in 
points of detail, 

Solicitors (Magistracy) Bill.—In their reports for several years the 
Council informed the members that they had petitioned in favour of a 
Bill the object of which was to make practising solicitors eligible as 
justices of the peace for any county, notwithstanding that they may 
practise within that county. The Bill has been introduced this Session, 
in practically the same shape, by Sir R. T. Reid, Q.C., M.P., at the 
instance of the Council, and they have again petitioned in its favour, 
pointing out that, although solicitors are now restrained from acting as 
justices in counties in which they practise, they may, nevertheless, act as 
such in boroughs, and this appears to be an anomaly for which no 
adequate reason exists. The Council urged that it would be for the 
public advantage that men who have had a legal training, and who 
possess the knowledge and experience which solicitors acquire both 
before admission and in the course of their practice, should not be 
restrained from administering justice in magisterial courts in their own 
counties. The Bill contains what appears to be a desirable provision, that 
any solicitor appointed to act as a justice for the county in which he 
carries on business may not, either directly or indirectly, by himself or 
his partner, practise before any bench of magistrates of which he is a 
member. The Council have asked the provincial law societies to present 
petitions in favour of the Bill, which a large number of them have done, 
and the Bill has been read a second time, and is now in the Committee 
stage in the House of Commons. 

County Courts (Right of Audience) Bill.—Last year the Council stated the 
steps which they had been taking to secure the right of audience in county 
courts of clerks to solicitors who are themselves duly qualified solicitors. 
A decision adverse to the right of the clerk to be heard having been given 
by his Honour Judge Snagge, an appeal against this was brought at the 
instance of the Society by way of an application for a writ of mandamus 
to the judge to hear the clerk. On the hearing the Divisional Court 
(Cave and Gollins, JJ.) discharged the rule for a mandamus, and. so up- 
held the decision of his Honour Judge Snagge. The Council thereupon, 
after further communications with the Lord Chancellor, prepared a Bill 
for enabling managing clerks who are duly qualified solicitors to appear 
for their principals in county courts, and, in furtherance of what they 
believe to be the prevailing view of the profession, have added to it a pro- 
vision for enabling one solicitor to appear for another as an advocate. 
The Council submitted the Bill to the Lord Chancellor, but he said he 
could not give the Society any assistance in the measure, and 
it appeared hopeless to attempt to get the Bill passed this Session without 
some assistance from the Government. As it appeared undesirable to 
bring in the Bill without any prospect of its becoming law, the Council 
decided to postpone its introduction until next year. In the meantimo 
they have asked the provincial law societies to urge the members of 
Parliament in their districts to support it, and at the uest of the 
Incorporated Law Society of Ireland the operation of the Bill 
to be extended to Ireland, so that it will have the support of that Society. 
The principle for which the Council is contending SS been adopted by 
the Government in their Finance Bill of this year, which contains a clause 
enabling any clerk who is an admitted solicitor, and is in the employ of 
the Inland Revenue Commissioners or of their solicitor, to appear in the 
county court in revenue cases. 

Evidence in Criminal Cases Bill.—This Bill, to enable accused persons to 
give evidence, was supported by the Council, and has passed the House 
of Lords, but it will probably not become law this Session. 

Land Charges Bill.—The Bill on this subject has again been introduced 
by the Lord Chancellor, who invited observations on the subject from 





by them, and their sug- 


the Council, and it received careful consideration 
gestions have been communicated to the Lord Chancellor, and will, no 
doubt, be dealt with by him in due course. 


Brighton Improvements Bill.—The attention of the Council was drawn by 


the Sussex Law Society to the fact that in the Brighton Improvement 
Bill (following the precedent of several private Improvement Acts passed 
within the last three or four years) clauses have been inserted pat ioe 
undertakings re! to land the effect of encumbrances, and 

local registers of encumbrances. The Council prepared a petition 
against the Brighton Improvement Bill, which was presented by Sir 
Henry H. Fowler, and copies sent to the Secretary of State for the Home 
Department and the Local Government Board. Both those departments 
reported disapproving the clause; but the Committee of the House of 
Commons passed it, and the Bill has proceeded to the House of Lords. 
The Council then called the attention of the Lord Chancellor to these 
clauses, and stated their objections to them, pointing out that the exis- 
tence of a number of local searches established under private Acts in 
separate towns of the kingdom, and relating to land within their limits, is 
objectionable, and opposed to the objects of the Lord Chancellor’s Land 
Charges Bill. They therefore to the Lord Chancellor the 
desirability of inserting a clause in the Land Charges Bill providing that 
any local registers established by corporations under private Acts of Par- 
liament should be transferred to the central office ; and his lordship said he 
would, in view of any future Bills of a similar character, communicate 
with the Chairman of Committees on the subject with the object of meet- 
ing the objections of the Council, of which his lordship approves, and 
it is understood that the Lord Chancellor is co i the 
ee of the Council as to the proposed clause in the Land Charges 


Colonial Solicitors’ Relief Bill.—In consequence of complaints from some 
colonies, communications have taken place between the Council and the 
Secretary of State for the Colonies on the subject of the amendment of 
the Acts under which colonial solicitors are admitted to practise in this 
country and vice versé. The Council prepared a draft Bill, which they 
submitted to the Colonial Secretary, who, however, drafted a more 
comprehensive measure, re’ all previous Acts, and extending the 
proposed relief to Scotland and Ireland. At the same time he intimated 
to the Council that, owing to the state of public business, he could not 
himself introduce the measure during the present Session, but would 
support it if the Council could procure its introduction. The Council 
thought it desirable that the measure should, if possible, be introduced 
by the Government, and that the introduction had better therefore be 
delayed until the next Session. 

Membership of the Society.—In conclusion, the Council desire to impress 
upon all members of the Society the importance of their endeavouring to 
induce all their fellow practitioners with whom they are acquainted, and 
who are not already members of the Society, to join its ranks. The 
numbers of the Society have largely increased of late years, and, thanks 
to this fact and to its organization, and more especially its intimate and 
friendly relations with the Association of Provincial Law Societies, and to 
the adjustment wh... “ord on the —— pene J London ree 
country, it is now thoroughly representative of the profession, an 
with authority and is listened to with attention when questions in which 
solicitors are interested arise. But there are still so many who could well 
afford the small annual payment which membership involves, and who 


from indifference or other causes abstain from joi the Society, which 
is doing so much useful work, that the Council to impress upon 
members the duty of aiding in all within its ranks. Even 


it did no other work, that which is done in maintaining a thoro ly 
efficient and practical examination, and in enforcing discipline, would in 
itseif form an unanswerable claim on the goodwill of the profession. 








LEGAL NEWS. 
OBITUARY. 


Sir Rosert Srvart, Q.C., of Glenhead, Stirlingshire, who died on the 
26th inst. at his London residence, was the son of Mr. Robert Stuart, of 
Annal, in Perthshire. Born in 1816, and educated at the University of 
Edinburgh, he was admitted a member of the Faculty of Advocates in 
Scotland in 1840. Removing to London for a of practice in Scotch 
appeal cases before the House of Lords, he was called to the bar at Lin- 
coln’s-inn in 1856, was appointed Q.C. and a bencher in 
the office of treasurer in 1889. In 1871 he was appointed b 
Argyll Chief Justice of the High Court of the North of 
India, and held that office until 1884, when he retired on a ey In 
1859 he married Annie, daughter of Mr. John Hall, of Dublin, who sur- 
vives him. Sir Robert Stuart was a frequent contributor to the Sotrcrrors’ 
Journat before he went to India. 

Mr. Epwarp Atien Eapen, a solicitor of » died o: 8th 
h Mine the boned of bis 


of July, in South Africa, whither he had health. 
He was the eldest son of Mr. Edward who has been in practice for 
many years at Birmingham ; and he was himself admitted as recently 
as 1894. 
APPOINTMENT. 
Mr. Tuomas Norman Arxert, M.A. Oxon., of No. 10, St. S "s- 
street, Bristol, has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Arkell 


s. 
was admitted in 1889, and is a member of the firm of Tarr & s 
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GENERAL. 

The next sessions at the Central Criminal Court will begin on Tuesday, 
the 8th of September. Mr. Justice Kennedy is expected to be the pre- 
siding judge, and he will probably be in attendance at the Old Bailey on 
the following day, Wednesday, the 9th. 

On Friday, the 21st of August, Francis Thomas Newbold, aged 51, 
a solicitor, residing at 27, Bridgefield-grove, Wandsworth, was charged 
before Mr. Denman, at the Scuth-Western Police-court, with having 
actéd as a solicitor on the 11th and 25th of June last, without being 
qualified to do so. The accused should have appeared to answer two 
summonees on the previous day, but failing to do so a warrant was granted 
for his arrest. Mr. Humphreys, who prosecuted for the Incorporated 
Law Society, described the case as a very bad one. The accused, he said, 
was admitted to the roll of solicitors in 1872, since which time he had only 
taken out two certificates, the last one being in 1895. He had been prac- 
tising since 1872, and should have renewed the certificate yearly. Evidence 
was given proving that the accused accepted a fee of 20s. to file an affi- 
davit in the Superior Court on behalf of Mr. Doidge, a tailor, of Midval- 
road, St. Heliers, Jersey. In consequence of circumstances which came to 
Mr. Doidge’s knowledge, he placed himself in communication with the 
Law Society. Newbold said he took particular pains to guard himeelf 
against acting as a solicitor in any way. He accepted the fee as remunera- 
tion for his trouble in making inquiries and cop certain documents. A 
a conviction for a similar offence having been proved, Mr. Denman 
imposed penalties amounting to £20, with three guineas costs, or two 
months’ imprisonment in default. 

The American Government have dealt in a very summary manner with 
tho postman Barfield, who is accused of having stolen from the Mount 
Pleasant depdt, Clerkenwell, a package containing notes and gold 
worth £400, addressed to Messrs. Cook & Son, tourist agents. At the 
request of the English Foreign Office, Barfield was arrested a few days ago 
when he landed at Boston. He gave up to the American police all the 
money in his possession, amounting to about 1,700 dols. His extradition 
was demanded by the British Government, depositions were prepared by 
Mr. McIntyre on behalf of the Postmaster-General, and Detective John- 
son, of the General Post Office, was deputed to go to Boston to bring the 
prisoner back. The American authorities, however, discovered a novel 
method of dispensing with the formalities and delay usually connected 
with extradition proceedings. Barfield, having given up all his money, 
is a pauper, and as such cannot, under the American Immigration Act, be 
allowed to remain in that country. The American authorities have cabled 
to England to say that he will be placed on board the ss. Pavonia, which is 
due at Queenstown on the 30th inst. He will there be met by Detective- 
sergeant Butler and Detective Johnson, of the General Post Office, and 
conducted to Bow-street. It is stated that this is the first instance in 
modern times of a fugitive being dealt with in such a summary and con- 
= manner. As a rule extradition proceedings extend over several 
weeks. 





Wakrntne To 1nTENDING Hovsgz Purcuasers AND Lessges.—Before pur- 
chasing or renting a house, have the Sanitary Arrangements thoroughly 
Examined by an Expert from The Sanitary Engineering Co. (Carter Bros.), 
65, Victoria-street, Westminster. Fee for a London house, 2 guineas; 
country by arrangement. (Established 1875.)—[Apvr.] 








THE PROPERTY MART. 


SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 


Sept. 3.—Messrs. H. E. Foster & Cranrie.p, at the Mart, at 2— 
REVERSIONS—viz. : 

To a Legacy of £2,000, charged upon a trust estate value £39,360, life, lady, 82; also 
one-sixth Share of trust estate valued at £39,360, less legacies for £18,000, life, 
lady, 82. Solicitors, Messrs. Payne & Son, London. 

To £1,000 Metropolitan Four per it. Perpetual Preference Stock, life, lady, 78. 
Solicitor, H. 8tanley-Jones, Esq., London. 

To £12,000 cash, first charge upon residuary estate, life, lady, 53. Solicitor, H. 
Stanley-Jones, Esq., London. 

To one-fourth Share of £22,160 2} per Cent. Consolidated Stock standing in Court, 
life, lady, 67. Solicitors, Mesers. Stuart & Tull, London. 

To Freehol y at Bradninch, Devonshire, producing £50 per annum, and to 
£339 cash, life, lady, 55. Solicitors, Messrs. Duuglas Norman & Co., London, 

POLICIES for £1,500 in London Life Association, life, gentleman, 65, premium 
£42 128, 1d.; and for £500 in London Life Association, life, gentleman, 65, 
premium £9 7s. 9d. (See advertisements on back page of this issue. ) 








DEATH. 
Eapex.—Jaly 8, at Fraser’s Farm, 120 miles from Bulawayo, while noting, to Durban, 


after a long illness resulting from pleurisy, Edward Allen Eaden, solicitor, Birmingha a 
aged 26, son of Edward Boke, cetlcitor, Mrmingham, and of Broadmeadow, Russell. 
road, Moor-green. 








WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazette—Fripay, Aug. 21. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Liwitep 1s Cuaycerky. 

Covestry Cotrox Srixxixc axp Weavixe Company, Limitzp—Creditors are required, on 
or before Oct 1, tosend their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 

to Edward Thomas Peirson, 17, Hertford st, Coventry 
Dovsiz Rex. Sewixe Macuixe Synvicate, Limitep—Creditors are required, on or before 
Oct 3, to send their names and ad , and the particulars of their debts or claims, 
Henry Tattersall, care of Alfred Forshaw, solicitor, 7, Sweeting st, Liver- 


pool 

Gewerat Reviaxce Co, Linte itors are required, on or before Sept 17, to send 
their names and addresses, and he particulars of thelr debts or claims, John ‘David 
Batson, 9, Throgmorton avenue. Braithwaite, 4, Throgmorton avenue 








FRIENDLY SOCIETY DISSOLVED. 

Forpixeton Usirep Beyerit Society, Fordington, Dorset. Aug 12 

London Gazette.—Turspay, Aug. 25. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Liarzp mx CHANCERY. 

Drysise Synpvicate, Lisrrep (1x Liqurpation)—Creditors are required, on or before Oct 
8, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
H. F. Knight, Devonshire chmbrs, Bishopsgate st Without. Lyde & Roper, 32, Gt St 
Helen’s, solors to liquidator _ ; 

Houser & Gopparp’s Netson Cyciz Co, Linrtzp—Creditors are required, on or before 
Oct 5, to send their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to W. R. 
Hamilton, 4, Bridlesmith gate, Nottingham. Walker & Barker, Nottingham, solors for 
liquidator. (The — company is in liquidation on the sale of the business to Humber 
& dard, Limited) ; 

J. Avusox & Co, Limrrep—Petn for winding up, presented August 13, directed to be 
heard before Chitty, J, on Sept 2, Phelps & Co, 22, Aldermanbury, solors for company. 
Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o'clock in the after- 
noon of Sept 1 

Unimirep in CHANCERY. 

Jouyx Regs, or TrewaRris, GLAMORGANSHIRE, BuiLpeR—Creditors are required, on or 
before Sept 8, to send their names and addresses, and the full particulars of their debts 
and claims, to Charles Edwin Dovey, 31, Queen st, Cardiff 


FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 
Liverroo, STEWARDS AND Cooks’ Sick anp Benerit Society, 35, London rd, Liverpool. 
Aug 19 
Shon" te Foresters’ Court Man or Mow Frienpty Society, Primitive Methodist 
oolroom, Mow Cop, Stoke-on-Trent, Chester. Aug 19 
Oxrorp Unrrep Breturen Society, Leopold Arms, Cornmarket st, Oxford. Aug 19 


Unitep Beverit Society or Trapesmzn, Yeomen, and Mecuanics, Mynyddyslwyn’ 
Keys, Newport, Mon. Aug 19 





CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or Crarm. 
London Gasette.—Fripay, Aug. 21. 
Attey, Epirn, Islington Oct13 Cox & Son, St Swithin’s In 
A.tner, Epwarp James, Heatherlands, Kinson, Dorset, Builder Sept19 Aldridge, 


pa. Maneanzt, Histon, Cambridge Sept 20 Buxton & Co, Sackville st 
Batty, Watxer, Carlisle mns, Victoria st Oct 10 Clements & Co, Gresham house 
Barker, Cuanxes Jony, Littlehampton, Sussex Sept19 Holmes & Co, Littlehampton 
Barrow, Wit.1am, Newmarket, Suffolk Oct 1 Rogers, Newmarket 

Beauey, Ricuarp, The Close, Radcliffe, Lancs Oct 24 Cunliffes & Greg, Manchester 


Betrizip, Davin, Hunsworth, Birstal, Yorks,Gent Sept 10 Newton and Furniss & 
Eastwood, Bradford . 
Burcunatt, Saran, Anstey, Leics Sept 26 Burgess & Dexter, Leicester 


Cottepce, Wit.14m, Northampton, Gent Nov 1 Dennis & Faulkner, Northampton 
Davis, Danret, Pirton, Hertford Sept 12 Passingham, Hitchin 
Dix, Atrrep, Shelton, Staffs, Marble Merchant Sept7 T. & F.Slaney, Newcastle, Staffs 


Fietcuer, Joun Taomas Ramsuay, Newcastle upon Tyne, Marine Engineer Oct 5 Brown, 
Newcastle upon Tyne 
Forp, Witi1am, Ramsgate Oct 21 Turner, Leadenhall st 


Gtiyrnes, Ranpatx, Minories, Aldgate, Solicitor Oct 31 Duffield & Bruty, New Broad st 

GrinsiabeE, Ricuarp, Peckham Oct15 Potter & Co, King st, Cheapside 

Hamitton, Rozert, St Albans, Herts Sept 30 Dumville, St Albans 

Harpisty, Gzorce Epwarp, Nottingham, Plumber Oct 7 Watson & Co, Nottingham 

Haweenr, Peter James Durr, South Kensington, Esq Sept 28 Garrard & Co, Suffolk 
t, Pall Mall East . : , 


os, Joun, Bridgend, Glam, Esq Sept 28 Daubeny & Mead, King’s Bench 


Horrocks, Nancy Acnes, Oswaldtwistle, Lancs Sept 9 Platts, Bingley 


Hyay, | cee Fairfield, nr Manchester, Tinplate Worker Oct 17 Diggles & Ogden, 
Manchester 

Kennepy, Lieut.-General Toomas Gitpert, C.B., Myddelton sq, Clerkenwell Sept 30 
Morley & Co, Gresham House, Old Broad st” : 

Kerroot, Ricuarp, Gwynfryn, Abergele, Farmer Sept 29 Roberts, Rhyl 


Kersuaw, Joux, Heywood, Lancs, Ironmonger Sept 21 Banks & Maddock, Heywood 
Leviy, Hituier, Poland st, Tobacconist Oct 6 Milner & Bickford, Gt Tower st 

Mace, Tuomas, Gloucester Sept 26 Kendall, Bourton on the Water 

Morten, Epwin Tuomas, Cheadle, Ches Sept 30 Brown & Co, Stockport 

Norcaagrp, Curist1an, Newcastle on Tyne Sept 12. Oswald Davidson, South Shields 
Owey, Dantet, Ash Hall, Glam Sept 30 Morgan & Scott, Cardiff 

Pearn, Ertenor, Pembroke Sept 30 Howell, Cardiff 

Penny, JaMes Henny Powe, Frome, Somerset, Printer Sept 29 Benson & Co, Bristol 
Pornam, Wevpon, Taunton, Somerset Sept14 Kite & Broomhead, Taunton 

Rogers, Atraep Kinacomse, Southampton Sept12 Pearce & Keele, Southampton 


Scortanp, Arcuipatp Nisset, East Ham, Essex, Master Mariner Oct 1 Gellatly & 
Warton, Lombard ct 

Srpvon, Tuomas, Breightmet, nr Bolton Oct 5 Dowling & Co, Bolton 

Senpavt, Janz, Hove, Brighton Sept 21 Tylee & Mortimer, Romsey, Hants 

Skinner, Jane Ossorne, Rye, Sussex Sept 30 Dawes, Rye 

Squire, Tuomas, Leeds Oct 1 Middleton & Sons, Leeds 

Sreruexson, Marrua, Mirfield, Yorks Sept 30 Scholefield & Co, Bitley 

Toque, Wix.iau, Chancery lane, W.C., Auctioneer Sept 29 Grundy & Co, New ct, 


coln’s inn 


adele Exiza Frances, Harley st, Cavendish sq Oct1 Walker &Co, Theobald’s 
, Gray’s inn 
Traverse, Lucy, Manchester Sept19 Field & Cunningham, Manchester 


Turyer, Sanau Hunt, Liverpool July 31 Hosking, Liverpool 

We ts, Gronag, Nailsea, Somerset, Grocer Sept 30 Baker & Langworthy, Bristol 
Wixxs, Aricia Frances, Berkeley sq Sept 28 Garrard & Co, Suffolk st, Pall Mall East 
‘Wisox, Josian, Eastbourne Oct14 Braund, Furnival’s inn 

Youna, Bensamin, Hertford Oct5 Potter & Co, King st, Cheapside 
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BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Faivay, August 21. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


AsncrorT, Hexry, Manchester, Insurance Agent Man- 
chester Pet Aug17 Ord Aug 17 

BaRNBROOK, WILLIAM, and Tuomas Taytor, Tipton, Staffs, 
Royalty Masters Dudley Pet Aug 17 Ord Aug 17 

Bent.ey, Joseru, Wakefield, Stockbroker Wakefield Pet 
Aug5 Ord Aug 18 

Bocquet, Cuar.es Emits, aes. aA. Laundryman 
High Court Pet July 29 Ord Aug1 

Bown. Wituias Sypvery, Disley, Ches, Paper Stainer 

tockport Pet Aug4 Ord Aug 18 


casvann Rost Exiten, Leeds Leeds Pet Aug 15 Ord 

ug 1 

CanTRILL, Jouy, Foleshill, beatae Bootmaker Coventry 
Pet Augi18 Ord Aug 18 

Cooper, Epwarp, Walsall, Horse Dealer Walsall Pet 
Augi3 Ord Aug 13 

Day, th Ook kee Hereford, Glass Dealer Hereford Pet Aug 


18 
De } Bi RIRA, Bt James’s st High Court Pet May 29 Ord 


Aug 17 

Doge, Auicer, Storrington, orm, Milk Vendor Brighton 
Pet July 21 Ord Aug 1 

Grey, Jacos, pry tate, Farmer Bradford Pet 
Augi8 Ord Aug 18 

Hampsoy, Jou, and Gngoes Hewry Cuamspens, Southwark, 
— Merchants h Court Pet Augis Ord Aug 
1 

Hancock, Grorcr Lye West Norwood High Court 
Pet Aug18 Ord A 

Hemincproucn, Joun A he M, a Commission Agent 

Pet Augi17 Ord Aug 17 

Keesie, Freperick WI..iaM, - te Estate Agent 
Manchester Pet July 23 Ord Aug 19 

Kerman, Tom, Canton, Cardi:f, Indiarubber Manufacturer 
Cardiff Pet Aug iz Ord ‘Aug 17 

Kirsy, Cuartes Tuomas, North Finchley, Nurseryman 
Barnet Pet Aug15 Ord Aug 15 


Ives. Samugt Morey, Clifton, Bristol, Company Director 
Bristol Pet Augi17 Ord Aug 19 
ae a Bradford Bradford Pet Aug 17 Ord 


Levy, > Head am Fruiterer High Court Pet 
Augi7 Ord A 

tame, Se Cart, Brighton High Court Pet Aug 14 Ord 

ug 17 

Martin, Marx ee, Bradford, Florist Bradford Pet 
Aug 17_ Ord Aug 1 

Mircuet., Jane Any, Wigton, Cu Cumbrid, Innkeeper Car- 
liske Pet Augi4 Ord A 

Norman, THomas, em Gardai, ‘Builder Cardiff Pet Aug 
18 Ord Aug 18 

Pascor, Joun, Sithney, Cornwall, Grocer Truro Pet Aug 
19 Ord Aug 19 


Rangers y a and Ernest Rosentuat, Beeston, 
Notts, Tailors Nottingham Pet Aug18 Ord Aug 18 
SHEARMAN, > oa pa Manchester Manchester Pet Aug 
5 Ord Ao ag 1 
SHoorer, Fs dong Epmunp, mre Devon, Decorator 
Exeter Pet Augi17 Ord Aug 17 
Srrumpr, Max, Hove Brighton Pet Augi17 Ord Aug 17 


Tay —. Joun pgs! Hereford, Clerk Hereford Pet 
Augi7 Ord Aug 17 
TimeweLt, George, and Franx Rospert Fivpitca Tiwe- 
weLL, Paignton, Devon, Builders Plymouth Pet Aug 
17 Ord Aug 17 
Wacuer, Cuaries Freprricx, Bermondsey, Brewer High 
Court Pet Augi7 Ord Aug 17 


Amended notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of Aug 4: 


GouLpina, eam, Levenshulme Manchester Pet May 
15 Ord July 29 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Asucrort, Henry, Manchester, I Agent 
at 245 Ogden’s chmbrs, Bridge st, Manchester 

Browne, Joun, and Waiter Browne, Gt Grimsby, Cycle 
Makers Aug 29 at 11 Off Rec, 15, Osborne st, Gt 
Grimsby 

Demsrey, Francis Henry, Easton, Bristol, Grocer Sept 2 
at12 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Cora st, Bristol 

Easton, DanigL, Land port, Coachbuilder’ Septlat3 Off 
Rec, Cambridge toate, h st, Portsmouth 

Evans, ALFRED Epwarps, Brynmawr, —, Chemist 
Aug 28 at3 65, High st. Merthyr Ty 

F.Loop, ALFRED, Wakefield, Yorks yee 28 at 11 Off Rec, 
6, Bond terr, Wakefi field 

Foon, Ausnost, Bucklersbu: E.C., Company Promoter 
Aug 28at1 Bankruptcy b dgs, Carey st, W.C. 

Gax, Exvizapera, Southport, Confectioner Sept 2 at 12 
Off , 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 

Gorpparp, Cuaruie, Plymouth, Ironmonger Aug 28 at 11 
23, Colmore row, Birmingham 

Goutpive, Wiuram, Levenshulme Aug 28 at 3 Ogden’s 
chmbrs, Bridge st, Manchester 

Hare, Groreer, Pontypridd, Baker Aug 3lat12 65, High 
st, Merthyr Tyaat 


Hantiey, pli eet, Chemist Sept 1 at3 Of 
Victoria a= erpool 
Jusy, Harry Josgerx, Bury 8t “st Edmunds Sept 1 at 11.45 
Hotel, Bury St Edmunds 
Leet, CHARLES Henry, Waterloo, nr Liverpool, Physician 
Sept 1at12 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 
Mircuett, Janz Ayn, Wigton, Cumbrid, Innkeeper Aug 
2 at2 Off Rec, 29, Lowther st, Carlisle 
Parker, resem, Mildenhall, |, Suffolk, Journeyman Baker 
Sept lat 11.30 Angel Hotel , Bury’ St Edmunds 
Prorneror, Joun James, Pen g, Glam, Saddler Aug 
3lat3 65, High st, Merthyr Tyafil 
Rogers, Hawwan, aterloo, nr 7 Liverpesl Sept2at2 Off 


Aug 28 





Ree, 85, Victoria st, Liverpool 





Suearman, Rowtanp, Manchester Aug 28 at 2.30 Ogden’s 
chmbrs, Bridge st, Manchester a 


Ssoorer, Rosert Epuunp, x, Crediton, Decorator Sept 3 at 
10 Off Rec, 13, Bedford circus, Exeter 
Stack, Marrsew, Aug 31 at 11 Off 


k row, 
Stross, "JosEPH, vio Dy Durham Sept 2 at3 Off Rec, 
8, Albert rd, Mi: h 


Summers, Grorce FaepERick, elly, Confectioner Aug 
29 at 11.30 Off Rec, 4, Queen st, Carmarthen 


Amended notice substituted for that ree in the 
London Gazette of Aug 


Taompson, Ametius Epwarp Seamer. | Sansone, Kent, 
Clerk Aug 31 at 12.15 115, High st, 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Asucrort, Henry, Manchester, Insurance Agent Man- 
chester Pet Augi7 Ord Aug 17 

Barnsrooxk. Wituamy, and Taomas T ayrxor, Tipton, 
taffs, Royalty Masters Dudley Pet Aug 17 Ord 


Aug 17 
os. aca Exxteyx, Leeds, Leeds Pet Aug 15 Ord 


ug 

CanTrRILL, Jony, Fol eshil), a Bootmaker Coven- 
try PetAugis Ord Ai oo 

Corrin, Taomas Watker, Ha verstock-hil, N.W., Surgeon 
High Court Pet Jul y 10 Ord Aug 18 

— Aurrep, High Wycombe, gan, Auctioneer 

Aylesbury Pet July 6 Ord Aug 19 

Cox od Freperick ALFRED, — House Furnisher 

Bristol Pet Aug13 Ord Aug 19 
Builder 


Kingswood, Bristol, 
Ord Aug 17 
Day, Dante, Hereford, China Dealer Hereford Pet 
Augi8 Ord Aug 18 
ern pees, Se Levenshulme Manchester Pet May 
Ones, Facon ildwick, Yorks, Farmer Bradford Pet 
ug 18 


Hampsoy, ons on 2 Groxcr Henry Cuamsers, South- 
wark, Stone Merchants High Court PetAugi8 Ord 


ug 19 

Hancock, Grorer Eevee. West Norwood High Court 
Pet Aug 18 Ord Aug 1 

Hemixosrovesn, Joun Wassax, naam, Commission Agent 
Leeds Pet Augi7 Ord Aug 17 

Hesxera, Right Hon Lawrence, Baron Hatvox, Hampton 
Wick Kingston, Surrey Pet Feb 19 Ord Aug 19 

Hupson, Denvis, Colne, ee Manufacturer Burnley 
Pet July 15 Ord Aug 17 

Ixwoop, Josernu, Bradford Bradford Pet Aug 17 Ord 
A 


17 
Kanuax, Tom, Canton, Cardiff Cardiff Pet Aug15 Ord 
17 


ug 

Levy, Josepu, King’s Cross, Fruiterer High Court Pet 
Augi7 Ord Aug 17 

Martin, Marx pe Bradford, Florist Bradford Pet 
Aug 17 _ Ord Aug 17 

Mircaett, Jane Any, Wigton, Seen, Innkeeper 
Carlisle Pet Aug14 Ord Aug 1 

Norman, Tuomas, Cardiff, Builder nae Pet Aug 17 
Ord Aug 18 

Pasco, Joun, eae Cornwail,Grocer Truro Pet Aug 
19 Ord A 


Davis, be JAMES, 
istol Pet July 29 


Reynowps, Wann, Ventnor, med Dealer Newport and 
Ryde Pet Augil Ord Augl 

RosentHaL, ALBERT, and Fa an RosexTHat, Beeston, 
Notts, Tailors Nottingham Pet Aug 18 Ord Aug 18 

Sanperson, Eurty Wentworth, and Tom Scairr Tay .~ 
South Shields, Boot Dealers Newcastleon Tyne P. 
June 16 Ord Aug 17 

Snearman, Rowianp, Manchester, Underclothing Manu- 
facturer Manchester Pet Aug5 Ord Aug 19 

Snoorer, Ronert Epmunp, Crediton, Decorator Exeter 
Pet Aug17 Ord Aug17 

TayLor, Jonny wry Hereford, Clerk Hereford Pet 
Augi7 Ord Aug 17 

Tuompson, AMELIUS ae STANLEy, Peni, Kent, 
Clerk Rochester anes 1 Ord A ug 1 

Titiett, Francis, Piceadiliy, ine Merchant "High Court 
Pet June 10 Ord Aug 17 

Truman, JONATHAN Han, Whittlesey, Cambridgeshire, 
Dealer Peterborough Pet July 10 ‘Ord Aug 17 

Wacuer, Cuartes ALFrep, aaa Brewer High 
Court Pet Augi17 Ord Aug 17 

Wuire, Watrter, Ventnor, Isle of Wight, Begs. New- 
portand Ryde Pet Aug10 Ord aug 1 


London Gasette.—Turspar, August 25. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Bray, James Apgar, St. Se) moet Manufac- 
turer Bristol Pet Aug 20 rd Aug 

Baiptr, A Hops, 8t. Bene’t-pl, ere. Consulting 

h Court Pet July 25 Ord "Aug 20 

Carueg, one, ew Bond st, W., Furrier High Court 
Pet Aug 20 Ord Aug 20 

Crarkxe, George Epwarp, | a Glam, Baker Car- 
diff Pet Aug19 Ord Aug 19 

Davies, Hanyan, Trealaw, Glam, Grocer 
Pet Aug 22 Ord Aug 22 

Duerven, Joun, Liversedge, _., Insurance Agent 

Dewsbury Pet Aug 20 Ord A 

Even, Wit.i1am, Montague st, Worthing, Sussex, Wine 
Merchant ton ty Ord Aug 22 

Evans, Tuomas, . Blacksmith Merthyr 


Pet Aug 21 1” Ord ig 3 
Fath W. Beavcuampr, Kin; a st, E.C., Agent 


Pontypridd 


Court Pet June 3 Ord Aug 
Gippines, Wittiam Jouyx, Gt Sunele st, Builder High 
Court Pet Aug2l Ord Aug 21 
Guynincuam, Wituiam Gerorer, nr Neath, 
‘eath ‘Aug 23 Ord Aug 22 
Harrison, Joun, Manchester, Carver Pet 
Augs8 Ord Aug 21 


Hewmans, Samuei 
Pet Aug 21 Ord Aug 21 


WARD 1 eee Croydon Croydon 


| 





Hr, Jonw Groner, and Enowarp Srerney Avocock, — 
tonville, N, Publicans High Court 


Pet July 24 Ord 
Aug 21 
Lirrietoy, Jacos, Rineuth, Butcher Plymouth Pet + 
A Ord Aug 


22 
Manan Witiiam, Tothecham, Yorks, Grocer Sheffield 
Aug 22 Ord Aug 22 
Monon THoma: Penyeraig, Glam, Builder Pontypridd 
“Ord ug 19 
Mospe tt, 4, James, Worcester, Tailor Worcester 
Pet Aug6 Ord Aug 19 
Mossy, Josepn Aupwry, and Henry Morreowery om, 
— Leather Factors Leeds Pet A’ Ord 


ug 2 
Noakes, Cnartes Ciarence, Anerley, a Hop Factor 
High Court Pet Aug2) Ord Aug 20 
*s Waltham, 
urveyor Sou pton Pet Aug 21 Ord Aug 21 
Parry, Jony, Llandudno Bangor Pet Aug 21 Ord Aug 21 
‘ourt Pet Aug 
20 Ord Aug 20 
Rosinson, GeorGe, he ga Leather Worker Walsall Pet 
es Joax, Canonbury High Court Pet July 29 
Aug 20 
Saxsy, a James, Lincoln Lincoln Pet Aug2i Ord 
Aug 
Pet Aug3 Ord A 
a Cartes Crank, ord, Solicitor High 
on JosEPH, Dancing Master High Conrt 
Pet July 10 Ord hoe 30 Aug 20 
Sheffield Pet Aug 20 Ord A’ 
Waker, Frances Exxex, ltvety. a Warwickshire, Fish- 
Wess, Exizaneru, Bristol, Tobacconist Bristol Pet Aug 
22 Ord Aug 22 
Farmer Great Yarmouth Pet Aug 22 Ord Aug 22 
hanes = Tuomas, Nottingham, Milkman Nottingham Pet 
Amended notice substituted for that pean in the 
London Gazette of July 21 
sea, Coal Merchants Wandsworth Pet June23 Ord 
July 16 
London Gazette of Aug 18: 
Weepatt, Wituiam,  oaneeaee Tailor Nantwich Pet 
Amended i eninates for that published i in the 
don Gazette of Aug 21: 
ester Pet July 23 Ord Aug 19 
Suaeees Row.anp, Moss Side, nr Manchester, Under- 


Norris, Hexry James, Meonstoke, Bishop 
8u tham: 
Parersox, Eowarp James, and Caargies Frienp Cooper, 
a Engineers High C 
Aug 21 Ord Aug 21 
Secnae’! iieset Queen Victoria ate Wine Merchant High 
Court 
Pet i 15 Ord Aug 20 
Waite, Grorce Leonarp, — Yorks, Grocer 
monger Warwick Pet Aug19 Ord Aug 19 
Wairenanp, Wititam Ruicwarp, Pes ae, =| Suffolk, 
Aug19 Ord Aug 19 
Symonpsoy, Stoney Faeperick, and Wassr Mack, Batter- 
Amended notice substituted for that published in th? 
Augl5 Ord Aug 15 
KEgsie, ... WItttam, ieedichin Estate Agent 
Manch: 
othing Manufacturer Manchester Pet Aag5 Ord 


Aug 19 
FIRST MEETINGS. 


ALpeR, enasem, somenesia, as nr Stroud, Stone Merchant 
Sept 5at12 Off Rec, Station rd, Gloucester 

Arktyson, Tuomas Marrix, Chester, Licensed Victualler 
Sept 2 at 2.45 Crypt chmbrs, Chester 

Barraciouen, Caristopser Eomonpsox, Bramley, Leeds, 
Farmer Sept 3at11 Off Ree, 22, Park row, 

eT es Josern, Wakefield, - - _r—mamed Sept l at ll 

B J Tone Ald + \ -y ~ Tnnk Sept 

isHop, JOHN, s los, eeper 3 at 3.39 

County Court bldgs, Chel: 


Sesemmn Cuagues Emtiie, Shepherd's Bush, Laundryman 
Sept lat1 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Bran, James ) Asner. St George, Glos, Boot Manufacturer 
Sept 2at1 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Corn st, Bristol 

Brownz, C E Gore, at Lieut Cul Sept 1 at 
11.30 24, Railway app, London Bridge 

Cantritt, Jou, Foleshill, Warwick, Bootmaker Sept 1 
at 12 Off Reo, 17, Hertford st, Cove ventry 

Caymr, ee, Se ae a Furrier Sept 3 at 2.30 


y 
Cugsuire, Eomunp Oruer, Mark lane, Wine Merchant 
lati2 ey, Carey st 
Cooper, Taomas, Eastbourne, 4 Sept 2ati1230 Off 


24, Railway i 
Cone Joux, Wethersti = oe Saddler Sept 4 at3 
ll, Licensed 


Rec, 95, Temple chm! 

Davies, Wittiam Owen, Lianfairpwilgwyngy' 
Victualler 2 at 3.15 Crypt chmbrs, Caester 

De oe ms ames’s st Sept 1 at 11 Bankruptey 

Carey 

De Saciceto (Marquis) Lure, lane Hall, nr Chester- 
field Sept3ati2 Bankry bidgs, Carey st 

Eoury, Roperr Wituiay, § , Worcestershire, Cycle 
Tyre Maker Sept3atli 23, Colmore row, Birming- 

Eowarps, Atpert, Macclesfield Sept lati11 Off Rac, 23, 
King Edward st, Macclesfield 


Fieures, Exiza, Birmingham, Coal Dealer Sept 3 at 12 
23, Colmor if 


e row 
om, meee Barnett, a, Glam, Outfitter Sept 2 
2 65, High st, Merthyr Tydfil 


Qian: re! Hewyry Ramsgate, Smackowner t 
2at3 Of 3, Castle st, Canterbury - 
vn 4 ‘ten Cardiff, Plumbers 


Gisss, rey 
Sept 8 at12 Off Rec, 29, Queen st, Carditf 

Garey, ion Kildwick, Y. Farmer Sept 3 at I1 
Off Rec, 31, Manor row, 

Haucerr, Onno, Brighton, Butcher Sept 4 at 12 Of 
Ree, 4, Pavilion Brightoa 

Hewineraoven, Joun Wituiam, Leeds, Commission Agent 

2at Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 
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Horton, Epwanrp, Great Grimsby, Confectioner Sept 1 at 
ll Ree, 15, Osborne st, Great Grimsby 

Ings, — oe KLERY, . Bristol, Company Director 
Sept 2 at 12.30 Off Ree, Bank pom Corn st, 


Inwoop, Josern, Bradford Sept 2 at 11 Off Rec, 31, 
Manor row, Bradford 


Kerroort, Joux, Holywell, Flints, Farmer Sept 2 at 2.15 
Crypt chmbrs, ester 

Lezcumay, Attzrne. Kensington crsnt, 8.W. Sept 2 at 
12 Bankry bidgs, ry st 

Lavy, Josern, tonville rd, N, Fruiterer Sept 2 at 2.30 
Bankru; , Carey st 

Lovxeg, Cant, Brighton Sept 3 at 11 Bankruptcy-bldgs, 

Lioyp, Tuomas, Porth, Glam, Grocer Sept 1 at12 65, High 
st, 


yr 
eer: Enxnest Bex, Enfield hghwy, Fruit Grower, Sept 
lat .. Off Rec, 98, Temple chmbrs, Temple avnue 
Mange, ¥ ‘ARK Oscrort, Bradford, Florist Sept 2 at 12 
$1, Manor row, Bradford 
Siectman Fon bearanan Maxuracrurine Co, Newcastle on 
Till Manufacturers Sept 4 at 11.30 Off 
Ree, 30, Mosley st, Newcastle on Tyne 
Naror, Ceci1, iedbeeen, Berks, Jobmaster Sept 3at3 
Off Rec, 95, Temple chmbrs, Ec. 
Noakes, Caarues Ciarence, Southwark, S.E., Hop Factor 
Sept 2at1 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
P ascoz, Joun, Sithney, Cornwall, Grocer 
Off Boscawen st, Truro 
Patersoy, EpwarD James, and Caries Frienp Coopsr, 
Engineers Sept lat 2.30 Bank- 
ruptey bldgs, Carey st : 
Regve, Cuaries Grorce, Greenwich Sept 1 at 12.30 
Railway a . London Bridge 
— SWertaam, Ventnor, I I.W., Boot Dealer Sept 1 
3 Off Rec, Newport, I.W. 
ian. Pies James, Lincoln Sept 3 at 12 Off Ree, 31, 
ver 
Scuuttz, Gzorce Lupwic, Cannon st Sept 2at12 Bank- 
st 


ruptcy bldgs, Carey 

on, Roserrt, Gt Broaghton. Yorks. Huckster Sept 9 at 

Off 8, Albert rd, Middlesborough 
PG... adn Frepericx and Harry Mack, Bat- 
Coal Merchants Sept 2 at 11.30 24, Railway 
London-bridge 

Wacuer, — Frepericx, Bermondsey, Brewer Sept 
Satl bldgs, Carey st 

WALKER, dnaes ‘eddington, Worcester, Wheelwright 
Sept 3 at 3 County Court bldgs, Cheltenham 

Watxer, Frances Exvteyx, Shrewley, Warwick, Fish- 
monger Sept1lat12.30 Off Rec, 17, Hertford st, Co- 


ventry 

Wa: ie Grorce, London fields, Draper Sept 
Sept 3 at Bankru dgs, Carey st 

WeEstwoop, Josue, Millwall, Sept 4 at11 Bankruptcy 


Waitt, Wise, iethes lof W, Butcher Sept 1 at 3.30 
Off Rec, Newport, I of W 


Waicnr, Epwix, Fressingfield, Suffolk Sept2at11 Off 
Rec, 36, Princes st, Ipswich 


ADJUDICATIONS. 

Bestiey, Josep, Wakefield, Stockbroker Wakefield Pet 
July 28 Ord 20 

Bower, Wiiu1asm Sypwey, Disley, oo, Paper Stainer 
Stoe! July 31 Ord Aug 

Baars, James = St George, dios, Boot Manufacturer 
Bristol Pet Aug 20 Ord Aug 2¢ 

ase Grorce Epwarp, pret, eben Baker Cardiff 

| 19 Ord Aug 

Cunt, ILLIAM Sam nant Cadogan pl 
Pet May 21 Ord Aug 21 

eae ge a Glam, Grocer Pontypridd Pet 
A Ord Aug 


Sete” Joux, Toutes, Yorks, 
Dewsbury Pet Augi9 Ord Aug 20 

Dewesii1, Wittiam Hewxry Carter, King’s Bench walk, 
— Barrister High Court Pet July 29 Ord 
Aug 

Epurs, , Wriusam, Sparkhill, Worcs, Cycle Tyre 
Maker Birmingham Pet Augs Ord Aug 20 

Evays, Tuomas, Gellygaer, Glam, Blacksmith Merthyr 
Tydfil Pet Aug 21 Ord Aug 21 

Gaz, Exizasersu, Southport, Confectioner Liverpool Pet 
Aug5 Ord Aug 21 

Grppixes, Witt1am Jonx, Gt Ormond st, Builder High 
Court Aug 21 Ord Aug 21 

Guswiscuam, Witttam Groner, Cadoxton, nr Neath, 
Gardener Pet Aug 22 Ord Aug 22 

Hae, Atrezo Eanzst, Birmingham, Furniture Dealer 

Pet Augi2 Ord Aug19 

Hazagisos, Joux, Manchester, Carver Manchester Pet 

Aug7 Ord Aug 22 


Harros, Wituiau Epwarp, Birmingham, LIronmonger 
n Pet July 20 Ord Aug 19° 

Hovogs, Viscext Eouvsn, Birmingham, Grocer Birming- 
ham Pet Aug 13 Ord Aug 21 21 


ae Moxey, Clifton, Bristol, Company Director 
Pet Aug 17 Ord Aug 21 


Sept 3 at 12.30 


24, 


High Court 


Insurance Agent 





Joxxs, Rovert Ferprnicx, ——m, Grocer Birming- 
Pet Aug4 Ord Aug 

Kegs, Wansen, Gentian, Estate a) 
Manchester Pet July 21 Ord Ang 22 

Laer, Cuantes Hexry, Waterloo, nr Liverpool, Physician | 

Pet Aug6 Ord Aug 21 

LattLeTox, ay Saas ymouth, Butcher Plymouth Pet | 

Masetoee, Wiz, Newport, I of wi Miller New rt | 
and Pet Jaly 17," Ord Au ™ 

wae, Poy y — Sheffield 

Aug 


we... Ganee naan, ae Licensed Victualler High 
Court Pet 5 Ord 21 
lam, Builder Pontypridd | 


Yor 


Monosx, Tuomas, Penygraig, 
Pet July 17 ‘Ord Aug 19 


Mospett, Freperice James, Worcester, Tailor Worcester 
Pet Aug6 Ord Aug 20 

Noakes, CHartes CLARENCE, om. Hop Factor 
High Court Pet Aug 20 Ord Aug 20 

Rocrers, Hannan, be Liverpool Liverpool Pet 
Augi0 Ord Aug 20 

Roseyzaum, Jonn, Canonbury High Court Pet July 29 
Ord Aug 22 

Rowe, Artruur, Liverpool, General Produce Broker Liver- 
pool Ord Aug 20 

—_ Joun James, Lincoln Lincoln Pet Aug2l1 Ord 

Saexr, re a. peat Master High Court 
Pet July 10 Ord Aug 21 

Symonpson, Sypwey Freperick, and Harry Mack, 
Battersea, Coal Merchants Wandsworth Pet June 23 
Ord Aug 19 

Turner, James Croox, Liverpool Liverpool Pet June 16 
Ord Aug 21 

Warre, Grorce Lroxarp, Mexborough, Yorks Grocer 
Sheffield Pet Aug 20 Ord Aug 

Nantwich Pet 


20 

Weepart, Witiiam, Northwich, Tailor 
Augi15 Ord Aug 21 

Wauitenann, Wiiiiam Ricuarp, Rumburgh, Suffolk, 
Farmer Gt Yarmouth Pet Aug 22 Ord Aug 22 

Wittrams, Ema Wiiicock, Didsbury, > ed Out- 
fitter Stockport Pet July 30 Ord Aug 

Worre, Tuomas, Nottingham, Milkman Nottingham Pet 
Aug 19 Ord Aug 19 


Amended notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of Aug 21: 
SHEARMAN, Row.anp, Moss side, Manchester Manchester 
Pet Aug 5 Ord Aug 19 
ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 


Nosie, Coartes Crawrorp, Edith rd, West Kensington, 
Gent High Court Adjud Dec 17, ‘1885 Annul Aug 21 





All letters intended for publication in the 
** Solicitors’ Journal” must be authenticated 
by the name of the writer. 


Where difficulty is experienced in procuring the 
Journal with regularity, i is requested that 
application be made direct to the Publisher. 


Subscription, PAYABLE IN ADVANCE, which in- 
cludes Indexes, Digests, Statutes, and Post- 
age, 52s. WEEKLY REPORTER, in wrapper, 
26s. ; by Post, 28s. SoLiociTors’ JOURNAL, 
26s. Od. ; by Post, 28s. 0d. Volwmes bound 
at the office—cloth, 2s. 9d., half law calf, 
5s 6d. 


MAPLE & CO 
FURNITURE 


MAPLE & CO. FIT 
UP OFFICES, 
Board Rooms, and 
Committee Rooms 
for Banking, In- 
surance and Rail- 
wa: Companies, 














for 


OFFICES 
BANKS 
BOARD 
ROOMS 
FIRST 
‘CLASS 


FURNITURE 


, Tottenham Court-road, London, W. 


Societies, and 


————————— 
turers on a very 
large scale are able 


such orders in the 
most expeditious 
manner, as well as 
at the smallest cost 
consistent with 
good materials 
and workmanship 
Estimates free. 














to carry out all | 


T. BARTHOLOMEW’S HOSPITAL and 
COLLEGE. 


The WINTER SESSION will will begin on THURSDAY) 
OCTOBER 1st, 1896. 

Students can reside in the College within the Hospi 
walls, subject to the collegiate regulations. 

The Hosrirau contains a service of 750 beds Scholar, 
ships and Prizes of the aggregate value of nearly £900 arg! 
awarded annually. 

The Mepicat Scuoo. contains large Lecture Rooms a 
well-appointed Laboratories for Practical Teaching, as well 
as Dissecting Rooms, Museum, Library, &c. 

A large Recreation Ground has seeenily been purchased, | 
and is open to members of the Students’ Clubs. 

For further particulars apply personally or by letter 
the Warden of the College, &t. Bartholomew’s Hospital, 


E.C 
‘A Handbook forwarded on application. 


j ANTED, by Young Solicitor with four 

years’ practical experience as Managing Clerk in 
London *Ofiee, Clerkship or Working Partnership ig 
London or country.—Lex, “‘ Sulicitors’ Journal,’’ 27, Chan< 
cery-lane, London, 





UILDING PLOT of LAND to be LET, 
occupying a capital corner | aay oe close to a station, 
and being the choicest spot of a al developed estate ; in 
high stave of cultivation, tennis lawn, full-bearin fruit 
trees, &c.; frontage 115ft., depth over 200ft. ; taken — 
over and paid for; rent only £14 10s. per annum; a chance 
seldom to be obtained ; should be seen at once. —-Apply to 
8. . Luck, care of Bates, Hendy, « Co., 37, Walbrook, E. nC 


QOLICITORS and Others desiring ‘good 
Securities as Mortgagees on Freehold and ong 
Leasehold Properties are invited to send particulars 
amounts ready to be invested and interest required to 
Messrs. Cooper & Sr. Pizr, Auctioneers and Surveyors, 7 
Priestwood Mansions, Archway-road, Highgate, N. 





(00D ) LIGHT OFFICES to Let on First? 
Floor of 22, Southampton-buildings, Chancery-lane, 
W.C.; windows facing the street; suitable for barrister,’ 
solicitor, or accountant.—Apply, PHILLips & Lean, on ted 
ground floor. hie 
FFICE CLEANER or HOUSEKEEPER 
in CHAMBERS.—The Holloway Committee Charity 
Organization Socie | desire to recommend Young Widow 
for post as above ; clean and trustworthy.—S., 2, Tavistock- 
terrace, Holloway, N. 9 


NEXPENSIVE SCHOOL for Sons of? 
Gentlemen. —500 have already been educated ; Thirtyg 
Guineas per annum ; eae Warden, Graduate Masters; 
— arrangements ; rts, diet, references, &e.; | 
thy village.—Ad dress EADMASTER, Schorne College 
pon Winslow. 
EDFORD & FOLKESTONE.—HOWARD 
COLLEGE.—Boarding School for Girls. Somat 
Education at moderate cost. Careful Christian traini 
Full staff of governesses and masters. All exams. 
passes.—Prospectus from principals, Mrs and Miss Compros | 
Burnett, Howard College, Bedford. Term begins Sep- | 
tember 18th. 





0 COMPAN Y SECRETARIES, PRO-" 
MOTERS, &c.—Eldon Buildings, near Broad-street” 
Station, several Suites of spacious and well-lighted fire 
proof Offices; passenger lift to all floors; rents “moderate, | 
—Apply at the Estate Office on the Premises, or to Messrs. 

4 Pa Bepe.ts, Architects, 6, John-street, Bedford ~ 

row, , . 


LONDON GAZETTE (published by authority) _ 


pon ht yd = co RY. ADVERTI ~ 
117, CHANCERY LANE, 


ENRY GREEN, 


Advertisement Agent i : 
s to direct the attention of the Legal Profession” 


to the advantages of his long experience of upwards of” 

fifty years, in the special insertion of all pro forma notices,” 

&c., and hereby solicits their continued support.—N.B, | 
Forms, Gratis, for Statutory Notices to Creditors and be 

solutions of Partnership, with necessary D 

Official stamps for advertisements and file of Lond 

Gazette” kept. By appointment, 


EDE AND SOF, 


ROBE Ase or 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT 
To Her aes, e Lord Chancellor, the Whole of 
dicial Bench, Conpenetion ad London, &ec. 
ROBES FOR eounts COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS, 
SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 


and Gowns for Registrars, Tow 
erks, and Olerke of the Peace 


Corporation Robes, University and Clergy Gow 
ESTABLISHED 1689. 


| 94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 


Law Wi 














